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INTRODUCTION

OVERVIEW

This report is the final report of a twelve-month study performec
by Berkeley Planning Associates (BPA) for the U.S. Department of Educa-
tion/Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services (OSERS) to
develop performance measures for supported employment programs. The
term "supported employment"™ refers to a broad family of local programs
and state-level projects designed to establish or expand supported
employment opportunities for individuals with severe disabilities. The
supported employment concept includes the provision of ongoing publicly-
funded support services that participants need in order to sustain
employment (hence the name "supported employm.ent").

As defined by the five-year National Supported Employment
Demonstration program implemented by OSERS in September 1985, "supported
employment® consists of the creation or expansion of compensated,
meaningful work opportunities for individuals with severe disabilities.!
These work opportunities are to be created in job settings where dis-
abled workers have opportunities for social interaction with nondisabled
coworkers or the general public, and are intended to offer a significant
number of hours of compensated work each week. The National Supported
Employment Demonstration provides states with additional financiail
resources to be used for "system transformation™ —- iji.e. to transform
existing day activity and work activity programs into systems that
create opportunities for individuals to realize their potential for
productive work in an integrated setting. In many states, supported
employment activities are also increasing in r.sponse to local
initiative. Projects are expanding options within lccal service systems
with or without formal state plans for system transformation, and with
or without federal incentive funding.

It has been the intent of this BPA study to help clarify supported
employment program objectives and identify performance measures that can
be used at a variety of different levels -~ federal, state, and local —-

to document the practices and achievements of supported employment
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programs as they continue to receive greater attention ard are provided
with a greater share of the program resources throughout the nation.

The activities carried out under the BPA study were framed as
activities to "seek consensus" across a large number of actors involved
in a broad range of supported employment activities around the country.
One of the reasons for the emphasis on seeking consensus is that
supported employment represents a loose envelope of closely-related and
like-minded program efforts, rather than a single program with a clearly
defined¢ identity supported by a single legislative mandate, funding
source, or organizational setting. In such an environment, it is likely
that any state efforts to generate summary data on program
accomplishments will be the result of voluntary cooperation rather than
hierarchically imposed data collection or reporting requirements.

The second reason for emphasizing consensus is the need to arrive
at a core group of objectives and performance measures that adequately
describe the common elements and intentions of supported employment
programs that vary widely in their details of operation. At the heart
of this study has been a recognition of, and a respect for, the
diversity of supported employment approaches--ranging from individual
placement wodels to mobile crews to group work stations (enclaves)
within industry--as well as the diversity of program participants,
funding sources, and agency roles. Thus, rather than being viewed as a
way to increase program uniformity, the performance measures discussed
in this report are attempts to identify and reflect movement toward
common goals, cobjectives and desired outcomes by & very diverse universe

of supported employment projects.

SUMMARY OF STUDY METHODOLOGY

The study methodology used was primarily the gathering and
synthesis of a large body of existing information and expert opinion
about the goals of supported employment and ways of measuring their

achievement. In conducting the technical work on this study, the BPA

study team:
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reviewed the growing body of literature on supported
employment and related program models and topics;
conducted telephone .iscussions with a broad range of
policy makers, program implementors, and researchers
invclved with supported employment and related efforts,
including key individuals from the initial ten states
participating in the National Supported Employment
Demonstration;

formed an Advisory Panel of individuals representing
various projects, universities, states, and organizations
involved with supported employment, which provided infor-
mation, expertise and feedback throughout the study, on
both an individual and a group basis (with a small group
of consultants also participating as particular sources
of guidance and input);

parrticipated i: meetings of the ten first~round
demonstration states to discuss performance measurement,
data collection, and definitional issues of particular
concern to the National Supported Employment
Demonstration;

gathered examples of data collection instruments,
evaluation systems and statistical reports currently
being used in supported employment programs and related
fields and assessed the current availability of existing
measures to address key aspects of program performance;
developed a set of proposed dat= items and potential
performance measures based on the identified program
obiectives, performance questions tc ' addressed, and
feasibility issues; and

convened both a California state Forum on Supported

Employment Goals and Performance Measures (with local

matching funds from the San Francisco Foundation) and a

National Supported Employment Consensus Seminar of those

involved in the emerging supported employment to react to

the proposed performance measures. In addition, on



local, state and national levels the groups discussed
(1) the desirability and feasibility of attempting to
implement concistent data collection across projects and
states; (2) ideas for dissemination of project findings;
and (3) prioritizing research questions and areas of
future study in measurement development and evaluating
aspects of performance not included in the projects'

ongoing monitoring eforts.

Four prior reports were prepared at various stages of the study
which reflected these research and analysis activities, including:

e Task 2 Report: Documentation of Program Objectives,

Berkeley Planning Associates, October 1985. This first
report documented supported employment program objectives
from the client, project, and system level perspectives;

e Task 3 Report: Supported Employment Logic Model,

Berkeley Planning Associates, December 1985. The second
report described the supported employment program logic
model by linking program objectives to the program

designs, implementation strategies, and intended outcomes

associated with their achievement. This report also
began to identify data items associated with federal,
state, and local perspectives of the lcgic model;

e Tasks 4 and 5: Availability of Existing Measures and

Need for Additional Measures to Address Program Objec—

tives, Berkeley Planning Associates, April 1986. The
third report suwm=ri-=z’' a¢ . » . ,v s;,3i1iability of

-«-ares usefi. for uocum: 1g the achievements of sup-
ported employment projects and began to assess the feasi-
bility of expanding data collection practices *o include
additional relevant measures; and

e Task 6: Recommended Measures and Implementation Plan,

Berkeley Planning Associates, May 1986. The purpose of
this report was to identify from within the wide range of

possible measures, thoce data items and performance

5
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measures that eddress the key questions of case managers,
project administrators, consumers, parents, caregivers,
and state and federal observers. These recommended
measures formed t* Sasis 1 - further discussion and for
tt sus building activities. Implementation issues

were also addressed.

CONTENTS OF THIS REPORT

This report traces BPA's exploration of the extent of consensus
about the essential performance questions to be addressed in assessing
supported empl oyment efforts. In Part I of this report, we review the
extent of consensus about the conceptual framework on which performance
measurement for supported euplovment must be based, including
(1) ccnsensus about program objectives, (2) the identification of the
intended program strategies to bring about the desired outcome:;
(3) consensus about what performance questions should be asked (and
answered), and (4) consensus about how to identify the areas of program
management, operation, and outcomes for which performance measures need
to be developed.

Part II of this report addresses the development of consensus on a
more practical level —— the development of consensus about what €:
data items might be collected and reportes on a day-c:to-day L. by
local progra2» s ar’ . °r £ Te€ transt ‘wation projects in ord-r to adcress
Tt ungpo onceins identified in Part I. This secon. part of the
e describes how implementation of a core set of consensus measures
might proceed at the project and state levels.

Part III of the Final Report addresses the identification of future
research priorities to address important performance questions for which
ongoing day-to-day data collection and analysis at the project or state
level is either i: sufficient or unnecessary. It also discusses the
need for further refinement of potential measures in some areas where
there is already consensus at the conceptual level about the impc ~nce
of an outcome domain (e.g. sociel integration, quality of life), but for

which concrete data items have not yet been developed.



NOTES

lfor the more detailed current federal definition of supported
employment, developed by OSERS for designing the National Demonstration
projects, see Appendix D of this report.
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PART I:

ESTABLISHING CONSENSUS ABOUT PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
AND THE ROLE OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

11




I. ESTABLISHING CONSENSUS ABOUT SUPPORTED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

OVERVIEW

After exploring the degree of agreement about supported employment
objectives with representatives of a variety oi program models and
system level perspectives (e.g., individual project, local system, state
system, and federal perspectives) as well as researchers on and
proponents of the supported employment concept, we were able to identify
a remarkable degree of consensus regarding six broad areas of desired
program performance:

e Meaningful Work;

e Compensation;

e Ongoing Support;

® Worksite Integration and Community Participation;

® Quality of Life; and

e Community Change.l
(There were two other potential performance domains where less consensus
was apparent. These include system transformation objectives and target

population objectives and are discussed further at the end cf this

chapte~.)

Each of these goal areas, or domains, represents a common goal or set of
program objectives of supported employment. However, not surprisingly,
the degree of consensus is not absolute. Within each goal area, there
are competing perspectives about what priority an objective should be
assigned relative to other program objectives, and exactly how to
approach measurement of the domain. Furthermore, each desired
performance domain can be expressed: (1) from the perspective of an

individual supported employment participant (as a client objective); (2)

from the perspective of a local supported employment program

(as a project objective); and (3) from the perspective of a local,

state, or federal service system (as a system objective).

Table I summarizes the objectives for which there appears to be

consensus in eath of the six performance domains, expressed first as a

12
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Table |

Exouy cee of Common Supported Employmeni Objectiyes

tndividu] Leve!

Project level

System Level

Eap loyment
| miepful To maximize the oppo ity i do To provide & varivty of opportunities |To maximize number of individuale entering
wark raal productive work for reel work supported employment as opposed to day
activity centrs
i To increwse job saiiaf.ction by
fachisving the followluy: To meximize houra of available work To maximize hours that participante do rea!
-= interesting work vork
\ - gppropriate level of skille To match clienta' gkills and
-~ upward mobility potential Intereats with type of work To waximize productivity and net contribu-
-~ pleasant work envirovment tion v ihe Msucisl product” ot votal
~ lighting value produced ty the society
- arcessibility
~ space
== job security To provide work opportunities To werimize renge of job opportunities
that have job security
To maximize productivity
To maximize range of job opportunities
To maximize productivity
Conpeusstion |To increase iucome over time To maximize opportunities to earn
coumensurate wages To increage the number of digebled
To obtain medical and fringe individualg employed st commensurate
benefits from employer To maximize opportunities for jobs vages
with comprehensive benefit packages
To earn vages comparable to To reduce dependence on transfer peyments
productivity To provide potential for increased and maximize tax contrlhul jvns
earnings
Ongoing To receive appropriste support from | To Provide training in specific vork | To coordirate the employment sctivitiea of
Support aupported employment persomnnel to skills related to job placement sultiple agencies providing services to

facilitate the learning of job and
general ewplcyment skills

To receive appropriate fcllow-up
gervices from supported employment
prograums

To receive funds or program services
from one or multiple agencies that
will facilitate continuity of
employuent

To receive appropriate asssistance
from nondissbled coworkers sndfor
supervisors as needed in assigned
vork activities

as well a8 training in general
evployment ekille

To provide follow-up services s
neeved over an unspecified time period

To provide ot arrange for the pro-
vision of ongoing traioing or support
services to the disabled clien®, thus
apsuring continuity of employment
over time

To provide in-service training to co-
vorkers and supervisors, sensitizing
them to specific (client-related)
learning and social needs

severely disabled individuals in order to
naximize systemwide effectiveness

To coordinate thi fiscel activities of
nultiple agencies thet typically fund
enployment training and support to
severly digabled individuals in order to
naximize systen-wide efficiency

To develop coordinated mechanisms for
ensuring the long- toa provision of
enploynent training and support (either
through progran funding or individual
funding echenes)

To increase the supply of trained
supported employment service providers

BEST COPY-_AVAILARI

LA ELEALE ™A} =)= =
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Table 1 (continued)

Ongoing
Support

{cont 1nued)

Project level

System Level

To receive sppropriste support from
nondissbled covorkers when functioning
1n the - Lrkplace social environment

To provide aupport to coworkers and
super & in dealing with disabled
client: needs

To maximize the participation (fiscal
incencives and/or public recognition)

of the businean community in provi-

ding support » severely disabled vorkers

At Work

Integration

To increase interaction with non-
disabled workers

To have skills necessary to pake
a variety of meaningful contacts
with nondisabled and dirzbled
coworkers

To provide opportunities for clients
to socially integrate vith dissbled
snd nondissbled coworkers

To provide skills necesssry to make &
variety of meaningful contacts with

CONOTReTH

To provide employment opportunities

To create, support, and promote prograss
that fit into context of local business
community

To maximize the number of disabled
individuals gaining access to integrated
work environmenta

In the

Comunity

To incresse knowledge, participation
and utilization of comounity environ-
wenta where social interaction can
occur

To develop akills necessary to make 2
variety of contacts with nondisabled
and disabled individuals

Same concepts aa above (Integration -
Work) but within the context of
community

Same concepts as above (integration -
Work) but within the context of cowmunity

Quality of Life

To obtain mccess to and privileges
from society which are moat commonly
associated with vork (i.e., pleasure
related to communicating with others
about work)

To obtain access to & greater
repertoire of social gkills ~- thus
alloving for greater participation in
a vider array of social enviromuents

To increase gelf-concept

To obtain greater participation in an
array of activities {e.g., less “leep
and TV vatching)

To obtain understanding of "choice"
and to have the opportunity to choose
in day-to-day-situations

To obtain the opportunity to live more
independent 1y

To provide training sn¢ aupport in
activities that improve quality of
life; i.e., exposure to nultiple
environments, teaching to choose

and providing day-to-day situations
where the client has the opportunity
to make choices

To develop a system of supported employment
that will promote client opticns leading
to improved quality of 1life

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table | (continu

ed)

Individual_Level

Quality of Life
{cont inned)

Project Level

To obtain increased access to commupity
resources

To increase family or categiver
satisfaction by relieving pressure

of total care responsibility se self-
care ability of client incresses

System Leyvel

See previous page

See previous page

To change attitudes of nondisabled
tovard persons with disabilities due
to exposure to severely disabled
people in the workplace and in the
commurity

To demonstrate thai participation of
persons with severe disabilities in
work, leisure/recreation, independent
living arrengemenia, et¢. is normative

To demonstrate the need for environ-
mental adaptations as a means to
facilitate the work and socisl life
of severely disabled peonle

To obtain access to an array of
environments typically restricted to
rondisabled participatisng i.e.,
family night swim, "Y" fitness
activities, public *ransportatio’

To promote community awareness of
skille and special needs of severely
disabled people

To promote the interaction of non-
disabled people with severely
disabled peers

To promote community action that
supports the work, personal and
living needs of severely dicabled
people

To promote the initiation and com-
pletion of environmental adaptations
which vill increase the level of
participation of disabled people in an
array of work and community environ-
ments and activities

Same ag project-level, but from the
atandpoint of developing methods and
procedures which promote these objectives
on a systems level

c1
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client objective, then as a project objective, and finally as a system
objective. The following discussion highlights arear of agreement, as
well as ongoing debates about nuances of interpretation and relative
emphasis.

In describing supported employment objectives within each area of
project or client performance, one question that arises frequently is
"Mow do you know when an individual has reached a supported employment
outcome?” It is clear that working definitions of supported employment
are essential, both in order to provide guidance to states and program
operators about the outcomes to be sought with different program funds,
and to clarify what universe of individuals should be described by
supported employment performance measures. Throughout this study, how-
ever, we have attempted to encourage a conceptual framework that will
track progress towards supported employment objectives, even for
individuels who have not yet achieved the levels described in current
federal administrative guidelines for supported employment demonstration
projects (e.g., a minimum of 20 hours of paid employment per week with
at most eight other workers with severe disabilities in the immediate
setting). Thus, for most of the performance domains described below,
the program objectives are framed in terms of maximizing the potential
of each part.cipant, rather than achieving a specific absolute level or
standard. Th2se performance questions describe dimensions along which
performance might vary rather than specific expections about the degree

of achievement.

MEANINGFUL WORK

There is consensus that the client-level obiectives of supported
employment include:
e maximizing the opportunity for individuals to do real
productive work;
e increasing job satisfaction by assisting participants to
achieve and maintain employment that:
—— 1is interesting,

-— is appropriate to their individual skills,
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—- takes place in a pleasant work ernvironment,
-~ has potential for job mobility, as desired by
participant, and
~~ offers job security; and
e maximizing the productivity (and thereby increasing the

compensati. .) of the individual.

Expressed at the project level, the objective of achieving
meaningful work coalesces in the notion of achieving a good job-match
for participants. This implies:

e providing a variety of work opportunities to match the
varied interests and abilities of different participants;

e having procedures for matching job requirements and

client skills and interests; and
e being able to respond to participants' needs for job

security/work variety ovexr time.

From the system perspective, the objective of meaningful work can
be expressed as:

e¢ maximizing the nunber of severely disabled individuals
entering supported employment;

¢ maximizing the range of job opportunities in supported
empl oyment;

¢ maximizing the hcurs of meaningful work available to
participants; and

® maximizing worker productivity.

There is little controversy over the supported employment goal of
meaningful work. This does not mean, however, that it is easy to
translate this goal into measurable indicators of client, project, or
system performance. In fact, as discussed later, specific measures of
job quality and "goodness—of-fit" have not yet emerged in the supported
employment field. One minor source of tension in this area arises over
how to maximize the diversity of work opportunities in the early stages

of system transformation when program resources may permit implementa-

<0
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tion of only a limited number of suppcrted employment models or job

sites.

COMPENSATION

The program objective of compensation is critical to the supported
employment concept as one of the primary means by which increased
community integration, and improved 1life quality (two other program
goals) are expected to occur., Expressed at the client level, there is
consensus that the goals of supported employment include:

e increasing participant income over time;

e maximizing the receipt of medical coverage and other

fringe benefits, as patrt of the total employment compen-~
sation package; and

e ensuring that compensation levels sre commensurate with

productivity.

As shown in Table 1, these objectives translate fairly directly into
project and system-level goals oriented toward maximizing compensation
and benefit packages. Table 1l notes that a related system-level goal
(arising out of taxpayer interest in controlling the costs of income-
support programs) is reducing the dependence of severely disabled
individuals on income transfer payments (i.e. SSI).

There are several areas where the consensus on the supported
employment goal of compensated employment is incomplete. One such area
concerns the benefits to be gained from volunteer or uncompensated work.
A dissenting view holds that meaningful work integrated in a
nonsheltered worksite, even if unpaid, can offer persons with the most
severe disabilities a significantly increased quality of life. However,
strong counter arguments hold that it .. not necessary to compromise on
the issue of compensation, since both compensation and social integra-
tion can be achieved, even for individuals with the most severe dis-—
abilities.

A second tension associated with the goal of maximizing

compensation recognizes the continuing financial and emotional

3
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disincentives faced by recipients of supplementary security income (SSI)
benefits or other income suppecit programs when they face terminating
their eligibility for SSI and assvociated medical coverage by earning
over a given earnings "cutoff" level. This is a special concern in cases
of seasonal or unstable employment given the frequent difficulty and
delays in reestablishing eligibility for income support. Rather than
simply assuming that increased compensation necessarily results in
improved financial status and security for supported cmployment partici-
pants, it will be necessary to carefully study this aspect of client

impacts as a high priority program evaluation issue.

ONGOING SUPPORT

The provision of ongoing support represents a service goal for the
entire community system of services available to supported employment
participants, as well as a goal for supported employment projects them-
selves. Expressed at the client level, the goals of providing ongoing
support include:

e providing each client with the appropriate support to
facilitate the learning of general employment skills as
well as specific job requirements;

e providing each client with the requisite follow-along
support to maintain performance on the job over time
(either from project staff or other community agencies);

e coordinating the delivery of an ongoing package of
publicly-funded support services necessary to sustain
employment, from one or more agencies; and

e encouraging the provision of ongoing support from
informal or non-publicly funded sources, as feasible and
appropriate (e.g., from nondisabled coworkers or

employers).

Expressed at the project level, the goal of providing ongoing

support includes:
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® developing the program capacity to directly provide
training and follow—up support with supported employment
project staff; and

® arranging for and training other community agencies to
take over the provision of ongoing support, as necessary
to ensure continuity over time.

Project training of other individuals -- including parents, coworkers,
and job supervisors —— to sensitize them to the learning and social
support needs of specific pariicipants can also be a project objective
relevant to the delivery of ongoing support.

Expressed at the system level, the goal of providing ongoing sup-
port can be translated into an issue of interagency coordination and
funding provisions. Specific system goals include:

® cooruinating the activities of the multiple agencies
providing services to individuals with severe disabili-
ties to increase service availability and continuity;

e mnegotiating the funding support and clarifying the
organizational responsibilities for delivery of ongoing
support among the several agencies providing these
services; and

® increasing the supply of individuals trained to provide

supported employment services.

The provision of ongoing support is thc key distinctive feature of
supported employment programs that permits participants to obtain or
retain jobs in integrated compensated employment settings. However,
there are widespread variations in practice in the types of support
provided, what funding source(s) pay for the ongoing support, and what
agencies provide the ongoing support. Along with these variations come
differences of opinion about the extent to which a supported employment
project should itself be responsible for providing, monitoring, and/or
reporting on the delivery of support over time. These differences of
opinion become especially apparent when the range of cugoing supports is
interpreted broadly to include not only support directly related to per-

formance on the job, but also support such as assistance with

oo
oV
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transportation, personal care during the work day, or support in life

activities outside of work.

WORKSITE INTEGRATION AND COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

We found broad consensus on supported employment objectives in the
areas ©of integration at work and integration in the community. Worksite
integration is viewed as desirable for a number of reasons. First, it
is viewed as a powerful agent for encouraging social interaction between
disabled participants and nondisabled cowecrkers, which, it is hoped,
will result in the dual benefits of improved attitudes towards persons
with disabilities and increased normalization of the lifestyle of the
participants themselves. Second, worksite integration is believed to
hive a positive effect on the skills levels and jcb performance achieved
by disabled participants. Community integration is viewed as the
extension of these integration goals to include interactions and
activities that occuir outside the work place, with an extension of the
same benefits to include normalization, improved community attitudes,
and improved life quality.

Expressed at the client and project levels, the supported employment
goal of integration can be summarized as the intent to increase the
opportunities for and the frequency of meaningful social integration
between disabled and nondisabled coworkers as a result of supported
employment. A related objective designed to increase the level of com-
munity integration experienced by supported employment participants is
the intent to increase participant utilization of community environments
where social integration can occur.

From the system perspective, the related goals of worksite and
community integration include:

¢ promoting job sites that are integrated into the fabric

of the local business community;

¢ maximizing the number of disabled individuals with jobs

in socially integrated work environments; and

® maximizing the number of disabled individuals who can and

do access the broader local community environment,
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Conceptually, there is substantial consensus about the program's
integration goals. Hosever, as we shall see in subsequent chapters,
there are a variety of different perspectives about how to measure the
extent of integration that is occurring. These range from computing the
ratio of disabled to nondisabled workers, to analyzing thz job require-
ments for sorial interaction in completing job tasks, to recording (on a
sample basis) the actual frequency and content of interactions between

disabled and nondisabled workers.

QUALITY OF LIFE

"Quality of Life"™ is a residual cavegory describing all the reasons
(other than the work itself) why supported employment participants are
expected to be "better off" after entering fsupported employment than
before. These desired client outcomes ere generally perceived as
secondary outcomes resulting from the primary program goals of
meaningful work, compensation, and increased worksite and community
integration.

At the client level, they include, among other elements:

e an improved self-concept;

e a broades repertoire of social skills, allowing

participation in a wider array of social environments;

e an increased choice of leisure time activities, resulting

from the combination of increased spending money, greater
social skills, and greater access to community
environments; and

e an opportunity for greater independence in living situa-

tion, and other activities.

Expressed at the project and system levels, the goal of improved
quality of life involves increased emphasis on the value of client
self-direction or choice. Thus, as Table 1 indicates, the quality of
life objective of supported employment projects can be summarized as the

goal of exposing participants to different environments in which they
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have the opportunity to make choices, and assisting them ir learning how
to choose. At the system level, the goal of improving life quality can
be summarized as the creation of a service system that will promote
client options leading to client choice about an improved quality of
life,

Al though there was no disagreement about the goal of improving
quality of life, there was some disagreement across respondents about
whether quality of life is a discrete independent objective that needs
to be examined separately from the goals of meaningful work,
compensation, and social integration, or whether it is adequately

represented by these more concrete domains.

COMMUNITY CHANGE

Another goal of supported employment is to promote changes in the
community environment. From the client perspective, this objective
includes:

e changing the attitudes of nondisabled persons towards
persons with disabilities through increased exposure to
severely disabled individuals in the workplace and
community;

e demonstrating that persons with severe disabilities can
live and work and play in socially integrated settings;

® demonstrating that environment adaptations and supports
can facilitate the work and social 1life of severely

disabled people.

From the project and system perspectives, these goals can be tran-
slated into community education and community change agenda items:
e promoting community awareness of the skills and special
needs of severely disabled people;
e promoting the development of community resources to

support the work, personal, and living needs cf severely

disabled people;



e promoting access by disabled individuals to environments
typically restricted to nondisabled people; and

e promoting the initiation of environmental adaptations to
increase the level of participation of disabled people in

community work and living environments.

SETTING PRIOCRITIES FOR CLIENT SELECTION

Two additional performance domains were explored as part of the
activity of identifying consensus about supported employment program

objectives: setting priorities for client selection and system transfor-

mation. ‘Thile the six performance domains previously discussed are
closely related to the establishment of performance goals for individual
participants, client selection and system transformation more clearly
reflect project-lovel or system-level goals.

Surprisingly, client selection has not received much public atten-

tion as a project or system-level goal. Although the philosophy of
supported employment is clear about the goal of promoting access to
meaningful work for individuals who were previously excluded from
employment because they were labeled "infeasible for employment," there
is no consensus that supported employment projects shonld necesrarily be
targeting services to a single group (e.g., the most severely disadvan-
taged). The absence of any consensus about establishing priority groups
for client selection is probably due to a combination of the prevalent
"zero-reject" philosophy ard a fear of being forced to serve those
clients who are the most diffcult to serve. There is an intent to use
the supported employment approach to reach severely disabled individuals
previously excluded from employment services, and many have no desire to
accomplish this objective by excluding other disabled individuals from
participation in supported employment.

In current debates on client targeting issues, one strongly held
view states that supported employment should explicitly target partici-
pants currently in day activity or work activity programs, rather than

letting the program gradually filter down to these groups by initially

24
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targeting sheltered workshop participants. Yet another perspective
views the population "aging out" of special education programs as the
highest priority population for recruitment into supported employment.
In the short run, it appears that participant recruitment and selection
patterns will be governed by funding source restrictions and individual

agency preference, rather than nztionzl consensus.

SYSTEM TRANSFORMATION

The final program objective —- systems change —— is closely related

to the particular goals of the OSER's National Supported Employment
Demonstration project grants, awarded to ten states in the fall of 1985.
The establishment of systems change goals for this federal demonstration
project is based on a recognition that, in order to be implemented on a
broad scale, supported employment requires the ability to confront and
redefine existing state policies, procedures, funding streams, and
program structures.’2 Ultimately, the systems change goal of supported
employment is to significantly increase the absolute volume of severely
disabled individuals in supported employment over time, and to increase
the ratio of resources devoted to supported employment compared to other
public expenditures on services for severely disabled individuals over
time, without increasing the total federal expenditures on day programs
for severely disabled individuals.

The more immediate system-level objectives include:

e Addressing and redefining current policies and procedures
which serve as roadblocks to implementation of supported
empl oyment;

e Developing cooperation and coordination between key
system—level agencies in the form of interagency
agreements in order to utilize servic=2s and funding to
the utmost;

e Providing adequate funding, technical assistance, and
resource development in order to transform existing
program structures and to assist in the development of

new programming; and

2y
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e Providing avenues for communication between key actors
involved with supported employment so that support for

and concerns with these efforts can be addressed.
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CHAPTER I NOTES

lFor a more detailed discussion of these findings, see Berkeley

Planning Associates, Task 2 Report: Documentation of Program Objec-
tives, October 1985.

2

Additionally, national systems change is required to overcome
existing work disincentives created by SSI program regulations.

30
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II. DESCRIBING THE PROGRAM LOGIC

Establishing an understanding of the policy objectives of a new
program initiative like supported employment is a critical first step in
developing a framework for performance monitoring and program evalua-
tion. The performance measures will focus on measuring the extent to
which these objectives are achieved. However, before specifying these
measures, a necessary second step is describing the intended program
strategy by which the desired outcomes are to be brought about. The
specific implementation strategies selected and the relative priority
given to different program goals will influence the selection of
specific measures of program achievement. For example, measures of
maximizing the number of individuals entering supported employment might
include monitoring overtime indicators such as:

e the ratio of supported employment participants to

participants in traditional day or work activity programs;
or

e the proportion of individuals in day activity centers

prior to the supported employment initiative who are

currently in supported employment.

The choice between these measures might depend on a particular state's
strategy of placing primary emphasize on targeting the "aging out"
special education population for supported employment versus targeting

primarily individuals currently in day activity programs.

An analytic tool developed identify and describe these strategies
is called "a program logic model." A logic model simply describes the
program inputs (which consist of policy objectives and resources), the

program strategies and activities developed from the inputs, and the

desired outcomes, as well as the intended causal relationships between

inputs, activities, and desired outcomes. In describing the program
logic model for supported employment, we discovered that the supported

employment program logic varies somewhat at the federal, state, and

W
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local project levels in terms of the emphasis placed on different

objectives. This chapter summarizes the logic models at each level.

THE FEDERAL LOGIC MODEL

The federal logic model underlying the OSERS Supported Employment
initiative, illustrated in Figure 1, is based on federal goals that
emphasize (1) system transformation and (2) cost containment. These
goals are expressed turough an emphasis on promoting supported employ-
ment opportunities by reprogramming resources already being used to
support day services for severely disabled individuals under existing
programs. On the one hand, the Department of Education is clearly
committed to advoceting for service system changes that will increase
the opportunities for severely disabled individuals to work at meaning-
ful jobs, to receive fair compensation for their productive activity,
and to enjoy an improved quality of life due to increased earnings and
increased social integration. On the other hand, the federal program
logic is also closely linked to the goal of cost containment. This goal
is expressed first by the absence of any additional federal funding for
direct services under the OSERS National Supported Employment Demonstra—
tion. The cost containment goal is also expressed in a keen interest in
recapturing part or all of the taxpayer investment in supported employ-
ment through a variety of taxpayer benefits resulting from program
participation (e.g., decreased trancfer payments, increased tax
revenues, decreased utilization of other services).

The overall strategy identified for the federal supported employ-
ment initiative is to encourage and support state system change efforts
by:

® encouraging the dissemination of information about

supported employment to all interested states;

e providing special demonstration funding for ten states to

undertake state transformation projects involving tne
state agencies with responsibility for administering

services to severely disabled individuals;



Flgure 1

The Supported Pmployment Demonstration
A Logic Mode] for Achieving Federal Objectives

Policy
Gbjectives

Resources

Stratepies

Implementation
Activities

Desired System Trans-
formation_Out comes

Desired
Client Outcomen

Increase the oppor-
tunity for severely
disabled individuals
to work productively

Enable severely dis-
abled individuals to
enjoy an improved
quality of life due
to increased compen-
sation and social
integration {(both at
vork snd outside of
work)

Achieve the first
two objectives with-
out increasing the
total federal expen-
diture for services

Recapture part or
all of gocisl in-
vestment through a
variety of increased
social benefits
{decreased transfer
payments, increased
tax revenues,
decreased utiliza~
tion of other ser-
vices)

Use of $5 million in
supported employment
(SE) deponstration
funds to support
state eystem trans-
fornation efforts
(e.g., interagency
coordination, client
identification, pro-
gram start-up costs,
reporting end moni-
toring outcones,
measuring outcomes
and impacts)

Conversion of
existing day activ-
ity resources gt
the state level to
support direct sup-
ported employment
services

Investaent of addi-
tional state and
federal funds over
time to expand SE
efforts

)

Encourage vee of
existing state agen
¢y expertise (e.g.,
in atate VR agencies
and DD/MR sgencies)
to adoinister and
coordinate local SE
projects through
offering federal
incentive funds

for state transfor-
nation projects

Encourage develop-
ment of & diverse
range of supported
enployment program
designs both within
states and across
statea

Permit atates some
flexibility in the
definition of SE
outcomes, SE pro-
grams, and intended
program clients

Emphasize to states
the importsnce of SE
s a part of a cost
containment strategy
{i.e., converting
existing day activ-
ity services into
supported employment
services rather than
incresning the total
supply of both types
of services)

Evaluate and change
rules and regulations
which prove to be
disincentives to
implementation of SE
programs

"

Announce demonstra-
tion funding availa
bility and eelect 10
states' proposals
for funding

Encourage the
development of con-
sensus ADONg etates
for holding diverse
program models
accountable for
furthering SE pro-
grem objectives

Provide for techni-
cal apsistance to
SE projects ant! par-

ticipating states |

Increased number of
SE participants

Increased relative
client volume and
resource share de-
voted to SE vs, day
activity programs ﬂ'
Tncreased priority
given to achieving
SE outcomes im both
demonstration and
nondemonstration
states

npl ementat ion of
8ystenatic reporting
system vhich permits
monitoring of
achievement of S
objectives and pro-
gram refinement by
atate ang project
level managers

Converaion of more
and more day
activity capacity to
SE capacity over
time; evidence of
reduced investment
in day activity
centers

Development of work-
able system for
incorporating SE
into the VR sgen-
cies' definition of
successful outcomes

Development of work-
able system for
incorporating pro-
vision of ongoing
support to SE par-
ticipants into
exieting service
systen

I

[ncreaved earnings
(both pre versus post
snd in comparison to
other day aervices)

loproved quality of
life an measured by
client and
parents/guardian

Improved indicators
of social integra-
tion as applied in
both work and non-
work settings

Stability of s2
outcomes over time

Decressed transfer
payments and other
social costa

A

L2
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The federal government has undertaken three major activities to
implement the above strategies:
demonstration progrems and selecting states to receive project funding;
(2) encouraging a consensus—building process on program objectives an?
and (3)

providing for technical assistance to the states participating in the

performance accountability (coordinated by the BPA study):;

Supported Employment demonstration.

encouraging the development of a diverse range of
supported employment program models within and across
states;

encouraging states to develop consensus oOn supported
employment program objectives and on how to hold programs
accountable for furthering these objectives; and
attempting to amend any federal rules and regulations
that create barriers to the implementation of supported

employment programs.

outcomes at the federal level include:

o

increasing the volume of supported employment
participants nationwide, both in absolute terms and as a
percentage of all severely disabled individuals
participating in publicly-funded programs;

causing an observable shift in the allocation of public
resou~ :es from day activity and work activity programs to
supported employment programs;

encouraging the development and implementation of
monitoring and evaluation practices that will permit
documentation of the achievements of supported employment
over time; and

helping individual states to overcome the organizational
problems associated with the implementation of supported
employment such as (1) how to change state vocational
rehabilitation agency definitions and practices to
incorporate supported employmert participants into the VR

caseload, and (2) how to develop a funding mechanism for

(1) announcing the supported employment

The desired system transformation
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the provision of ongoing support to supported employment

participants.

At the federal level, the supported employment logic model also
refers to a number of desired outcomes for individual participants,
including:

e achieving increased earnings for supported employment

participants;

e achieving increased social integration for participants;

e achieving improved quality of life for participants; and

e assisting participants to become independent of public

income support.

THE STATE LOGIC MODEL

Not all state. have chosen to identify the encouragement of sup-
ported employment as a high priority state policy objective. However,
an increasing number of states have developed policies and strategies
for encouraging supported employment, including not only the initial ten
states currently receiving OSERS system transformation grant awards, but
also additional states pursuing this program initiative using their own
resources and approches. A typical state logic model for supported
employment, illustrated in Figure 2, focuses on the organizational,
fiscal, and programmatic shifts necessary to transform the service
delivery systems and program options available to severely disabled
individuals.

From a typical state's perspective, the program's policy objectives
are to increase the number of individuals in supported employment while
maintaining an integrated coordinated system of services for severely
disabled individuals. This system incl.des service planning, client
referral, service funding, and the prcvision of ongoing support at the
state and local Zevels. The resources available to, and utilized by,
different states in developing strategies to further supported employ-

ment outcomes vary from state to state, as do the potential strategies.
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The basic strategies and activities in the state logic model fall into
four categories. These include:

(1) Project Funding and Supervision:

- earmarking a special set—aside pool of federal or
state resources for the funding of expanded
supported employment projects at the local level,

—— actively transforming existing day programs so that
they achieve supported employment outcomes,

-~ teplicating existing supported employment models
that have proven effective, and

—-- developing or sponsoring training programs to
increase the number of individuals qualified to
staff supported employment projects;

(2) Dissemination of Information:

-— informing service providers about how to develop
supported employment models,

-=— educating the business community about supported
employment concepts,

-— informing the community at large about the nature,
purpose, and operation cf supported employment, and

—— developing and implementing data collection, moni-
toring, and evaluation procedures to document pro—
ject achievements in furthering program objectives;

(3) Correcting State Regulatory Barriers to Supported Em-

ployment:

== changing rules and regulations that are disincen-—

tives or barriers to the implementation of supported
employment;

(4) Encouraging State and Local Organizational Linkages:

—— developing effective case management systems,

—— developing interagency agreements about service
responsibilities and funding roles,

—-- developing state or local management teams for the

implementation of supported employment including
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Policy Program Implementation Desired System Trans-| | Desired
Objectives Resources Stratepies Activities formation Qutcomes Client Outcones
Tncrease the nuz= Federal: Spe.ial Provids resources Fund a range of Increased propor- Increased
bers of individuals Rducation Prograns, for SE progrems program models to tion of funding productivity
participating in Rehabilitation neet range of needs used to support SE
supported employ- Services Reallocate v, day progren Increased hours of
ment programing Adoinistration, resources from cur- Identify and imple- resl work
Devel opmentsl tent day programe vent standards and Increased number of
Ensure the availa- Dissbilities to SE evaluation criteria perdons with severe Increased level of
bility of necessary * J Hj to measure local SE d disabilities * integration in SE
supportive services State:  Depts, of Target new progran performance euployed at vork environments
for persons vith Special Education, resources to SE as conmensurate vage
severe disabilities Developnental Die- slternative to nev Divert new clients Reduced dependence
sbilities, Mental day activity from day activity Increased range of on transfer
Tranaform state Health, Yocational centers to SE support to engble payments
systems in order to Rehabilitation persons with gevere
provide an inte- Local: Rehabilita Replicate existing Increase access to disabilities to do A
grated service oye- tion facilities, SE models that have SE for current day real work
tem of supported community organiza= proven effactive activity cliente
enploynent oppor- tions, business Increased expertise
tunities contributions Support development Inform and educate of service
of nev service comunity about providers
delivery systems nature, purpose and
through range of operation of SE Incteased parent
progren models and compunity
Develop and imple- avareness
Disseminate infor- meat training pro-
pation necessary grams for Increased partici-
for the developzent professionals pation of business
of SE programs community in SE
Develop and provide
Increase supply of TA services to Shifts in caseload
trained supported local programs wix snd/or service
ezployment Bervice wix vithin agencies
providers Develop effective
cAbe management Reduction of dupli-
Increase participa- oysteus cation of efforts
tion of business across agencies
comunity in SE Develop agreements
efforts specifying agency
service and funding
Integrate delivery roles
of multiple agency
services into com Develop management
prehensive system tean including R ——]

Evaluate and change
rules and regula-
tions which prove
to be disincentives
to implementation
of SE programe

staff of partici-
pating agencies

rovide incentives
for businens
ommunity's par-
icipation in SE

i€
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staff of participating agencies and representation
from the business community, and
~-- identifying priority groups ror outreach and

enrollment by supported employment projects.

These state—level strategies and activities are intended to bring
about some or all of the followaing desired outcomes: (l) increased
community awareness and support for the supported employment concept;
(2) an increased number of participants in supported employment, (3) an
increased absolute level and/or ratio of program resources devoted to
supported employment, (4) an increased variety of supported employment
options available to disabled individuals, (5) increased expertise among
direct service staff, (6) increased participation by the business com-
munity in supported employment, and (7) reduced duplication of effort
among state ard/or local agencies. In addition, the state logic model
also refers to the desired client-level outcomes of increases in employ-—
ment, earnings, and social integration, and reductions in dependence on

transfer payments.

THE LOCAL PROJECT LOGIC MODEL

While the federal logic model is most concerned with system trans—
formation and cost containment, and the state logic model is most con—
cerned with monitoring, training, and establishing organizaticnal
linkages, the local supported employment project logic model is focused
on the delivery of services to project participants —~ i.e., with the
identification and implementation of "best practices™ in service design
and delivery and with the achievement of improvements in the various
performance domains or participant outcome areas described ir Chapter I.

Figure 3 summrarizes the supported employment program logic from the
local project perspective., The policy objectives at this level are
similar to the overall program objectives described in Chapter I; i.e.,
providing severely disabled individuals with a choice of meaningful work
opportunities whose features include fair compensation, a socially inte—

grated work setting, the necessary support structure to maintain employ-

d4()
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ment, and an increased potential to gain access to social interactions
in the community. A final policy objective is to document project
accomplishments. For local projects, the available resources include
public funds in the forms of demonstration grants, reimbursement for
service contracts, private contributions (by 1local foundations,
charitable organizations, parents, and/or employers), and revenues
generated by those projects that produce goods or services for sale to
consumers,

As shown in Figure 3, the service strategies and ectivities imple—
mented by projects are tremendously varied. However, the common themes
include:

e developing a range of job opportunities to fit

participant's needs;

e providing the initial and ongoing support services

necessary to achieve general work adjustment as well as
to meet specific job skill requirements;

e developing supported employment in a real business

environment;

® providing services that marximize participant gkills and

productivity; and

¢ developing the capability to measure prcject

effectiveness and participant changes.

The box 2ntitled "Implementation Activities" in Figure 3 provides
examples of the generic project activities that are carried out as these
strategies are implemented.

Finally, the desired outcomes of the local project model shown in
Figure 3 parallel the basic supported employment cbjectives described in
Chapter 1I:

e increasing participant employment levels;

e increasing participant earnings;

e improving the job match between participant skills and

job requirements;

® increasing job-site and community integration;
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The Supported Employnent Program Logic Model - Locsl Project Terapective

Objectives

Resources

Progran
Strategies

Provide compensated
supported employment
to persons with

severe disabilities

State funds trane-
ferred from shel-
tered workshops and
day activity centers

Provide a choice of H'u New funds from

meaningful, produc-
tive work to persons
vith severe
disabilities

Provide employment
situations for
persons with gevere
disabilities in an
integrated setting

Develop the neces-
BAvy support
structure to wain-
tain persons with
severe disabilities
in employment

Increase potential
for persons with
severe disabilities
to gain access to
and privileges fron
society in order to
improve quality of
life

Docusent the ef fec-
tiveness of
supported enplogment
efforts

federal and state
budgets

Employer (private
sector) contribution
for wages

Local funds, e.g.,
ARC, UCP, United Way

b
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Maximize opportuni-
ties to earn coomen-
surate wages and
fringe benefits

Mexinize range of
jub oppartunties

Match ¢liente'
gkille and interest
with type of vork

Promote integration
on the job and out-
cide of vork

Provide training in
gpecific work skill
related to job
placement gg well
85 vork adjustnent

Provide or arrange
ongoing training or
support gervices
ensuring continuity
of employment over
tige

?rovide opportuni-
ties for in-gervice
training to co-
workera and
employers

Develop SF within
the context of busi-
neag envirchment

Fromote {mproved
quality of life in
the least restric-
tive environment

Develop a syatem to
measure project
effectivenesa and
client changes

=
=

| Inplementation Activities

Desired Systen Trans]
formation Uutcomes |

Degired
Client Outcomes

Identify, recruit and sssess skills
and interests of proupective clients

Identify exicting job openings with
appropriate wages, skills require-
mente, fringe benefito, 2nd job
security

Create new jobe tailored to meet

clients' needs (e.p., vork crews,
emall bugineses)

Match clients with eppropriate jobs
Facilitate job changes es eppropriate

Provide for maximue integration in
least restrctive environment on the
job and outeide of work tagka

Provide job training within the cum
text of job placement or through
pretraining

Provide gupport on individual job
sites or group vorkers under &
common aspervisor

Encoutage employer-provide i post-
plucement rupervision and fol low-
up

Develop in-servace training for
employets and coworkers

Encourege participation in 8 wider
erray of social environments

Provide dey-to-day situations
vhere client hes the opportunity
to choose

Provide training in ndependent
living, social, and choice-naking
gkills directly or by referral

to sppropriate agency

Docuent client characteristics,
outcomes, costs, and participation
by different agencies

dF

Increased number of
severely disabled
individuals served
in 3F ve. duy
sctivity programs

Increased number of
geverely disabled
individuals
achieving SF
outenmes

Increaged integra-
tion of disahled and
nondisabled workers

Charges in uttitudes
of coworkers, employ-
erd, fonily wembers

Inplerentation of
support syster for
segisting indi-
viduals with gevere
dissbilities to
sustain employment

Increased nunber of
individvals with
gevere (igabilities
sustaining employ
pent outcomes

Increased number of
individuals with
severe disabiiities
living and working
in least restrictive
environpents

Implenentation of
conprehensive infor-
nation gystem to
document project
effectiveness and
explanatory factors

Job stability (and
neh

Increased earnings,
incove and fringe
benefite

upward and horizon-
tal mobility)

Incressed hours of
productive work

Inproved match
between client
skills and jobo

Incressed inte-
gration with
nondisabled

Improved client
functioning end
socielization
skills

Job retention and
gustained employ-
ment

Increased use of
£aingtrean trans-
portation
Bervices

Incressed par-
ticipation in
compuni ty
activities

Increased gelf-
direction and
independence

f[’
4

—_—
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e increasing participant productivity and socialization
skilis;

e facilitating job stability/mobility, according to
participant desires;

® 1increasing participant seli-direction and independence:
and

o increasing the number of severely disabled individuals in

supported employment.

In addition, th. local project logic model includes as a desired
outcome, the generation of ongoing data to document project effective-

ness and to assess the effectiveness of different service practices.

CONCLUSION

The descriptions of the federal, state, and local project logic
models are useful in the development of performance measures to document
the achievements of supported employment. First, similarities across
the three models reassure us that, in fact, the federal, state, and
local project perspectives on supported employment are mutually
reinforcing: they are oriented towards achieving a consistent set of
desired outcomes, Second, the variations from model to model remind us
that actors at various levels are likely to phrase program objectives
and desired outcome measures slightly differently, because of their
distinct outlooks. These differences are based on differences in
priorities among objectives, differences in the level of generality or
specificity of interest in the details of project operation and partici-
pant outcomes, and differences in the focus on client-level or system-
level change measures.

In the next chapter, we will see how the different perspectives on
program objectives and strategies lead to a variety of different ques-
tions about supported employment outcomes that provide the framework for

designing data collection systems to document program accomplishments

end analyze program performance.
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III. ASKING QUESTIONS ABQUT PERFORMANCE

POTENTIAL USERS AND USES OF INFORMATION ABOUT SUPPORTED E':LOYMENT

The potential users of information about the accomplishments of
supported employment include a variety of actors, including:

¢ federal and state policy makers interested in whether the

supported employment initiative is accomplishiu, its

goals;

e state and local administrators interested in whether

system transformation is occurring and, if so, its
related cost and service impacts;

® program operators interested in tracking project

resources and services provided to participants, and in
refining service designs to maximize proje t effective—
ness, as well as assessing the outcomes of services for
participants;

® consumer groups, &and individual parents end participants

interested in expanding community-based employment op-
tions and in choosing the best program for themselves or
their children with disabilities;

e employers who may be considering hiring a supported
employment participant, or sponsoring a supported

employment group worksite; and

e program analysts interested in tracing the net impacts of
the investment in supported employment from the parti-
cipant and taxpayer perspectives, as well as in analyzing

the factors influencing project effectiveness.

Each of these individuals or groups is interested in reviewing the
accomplishments of supported employment efforts. Some users are
primarily interested in outcomes at the local project level, while
others are interested in local system or state system outcomes, or in

aggregate national statistics. Each of these different information
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users has a stake, then, in the collection and reporting of data that
will address their concerns. In Part II of this report, we summarize
implementation alternatives for generating the data at the project and
system levels that will address the interests of the users described
above. In the remainder of this chapter, we review some of the perfor-

mance questions to which different audiences are seeking answers.

TYPES OF PERFORMANCE QUESTIONS

There are three different types of performance questions that can

be asked about supported employment: (1) questions asking for descrip-

tive information; (2) questions asking for comparative assessments; and

(3) questions asking for explanatory analysis.

Questions asking for descriptive information are the first step in

documenting program performance. Examples of these questions include:

e How many participants are being served?

@ What were they doing immediat ly prior to entering
supported employment?

e What types of jobs are they obtaining?

e What types of support are being offered on an ongoing
basis?

e How much do participants earn?

e How much social interaction between disabled individuals

and their nondisabled coworkers ozcurs on supported

employment job sites?

The second type of question about program performance asks for an

assessment of the descriptive information based on some external or

internal reference point. There are scveral possible sources of
reference points: (1) the previous situation of participants (prior to
entering supported employment), (2) any steted policy objectives about
desired program outcomes, (3) the experience of other supported
employment projects, (4) the shifts in the performance over time of a
given project or participant, and (5) for more extensive evaluations,

the experience of comparison or control group that indicates what out-

it
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come would have occurred in the absence of supported employment.
Samples of these types of performance questions follow, using the topic
area of participant earnings as an an illustrative example:
e Are participant earnings greater than earnings received
by the same individual prior to entry into supported

employment?

[t ]

Are participant earnings consistent with stated project

goals?

® Does the distribution of earnings achieved by one
supported employment project compare favorably to that
achieved by other projects?

® Do participants' earnings increase over time after an
individual enters a supported employment project?

® Does participation in supported employment result in a
net increase in earnings for the participant cver what he
or she would have earned in the absence of supported
employment?

e Does participation in supported employment result in a

net increase in disposable income for the participant?

The third type of question about program performance —-- requests
for explanatory analysis —- is concerne. with observing and explaining

the variations in the performance outcomes c¢f individuals &and/or pro—
jects. These variations may be based on the influence of fixed factors
(e.g., features of the labor market environment, client characteristics)
or they may be inufluenced by program design that are susceptible to
change or refinement in response to research findings (e.g., techniques
for imparting job skills or social skills; types of jobs developed by
the project). Examples of this type of question:
e What effect does the local labor market environment have
on the earnings levels achieved by supported employment
participants?
e What effect do the types of industries and occupations
targeted by the projects have on the earnings levels

achieved by supported employment parti.ipants?

4 /¢
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e What changes in project service strategies might enable
participants to achieve higher earnings?
e How do earnings vary for participants with different

types of disabilities?

Although all three types of questions can be asked simultaneously,
there is usually a clear progression over the development and assessment

of any social program, from an emphasis on descriptive questions, to an

emphasis on comparative and analytic questions. During the initial
stages of program implementation it is usually important to provide
answers to basic questions about what services the program is providing,
to whom, and with what results. 1In data collection efforts at this
stage there is also usually a transitional start—-up phase during which
consistent definitions, data items, and data collection procedures are
developed and refined.

Once the initial start-up phases of program operation and data
collection are over, then the more complicated and evaluative
performance questions can be asked, and performance expectations can
begin to develop based on program experience about what levels of
performance are likely to occur under what conditions., Simultaneously,
analyses of variations in outcomes can be used to identify practices
that appear to increase project effectiveness, and dissemination of
information about "best practices™ can begin to occur.

Although individual supported employment projects have been under—
way for a number of years in different service sites throughout the
nation, supported employment is just beginning to receive high
visibility nationally as a program alternative for severely disabled
individuals. Thus, during the next several years, it can be expected
that supported employment performance questions will be primarily
oriented towards evolving a consistent basis of descriptive information
about the program. These descriptive data will be essential in order to
provide a foundation for subsequent assessments of program effective-
ness. It is the goal of this report to offer a solid set of options for

the initial descriptive phase, as well as to establish a conceptual
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framework to guide comparative and analytic assessments of the supported

employment strategy.

PERFORMANCE QUESTIONS

In summarizing the different questions asked about supported
employment by different groups und individuasls, we have found that the
range of performance questions fell into ten clusters. These clusters
include questions about:

e compensated work;

e meaningful work;

® ongoing support;

® worksite integration;

® quality of life;

e participant characteristics;

e systems change and community change;

® costs;

® environmental factors; and

® Dbest practices.1

Below, a variety of key performance questions are listed under each

grouping.

Questions About Compensated Work

Figure 4 summarizes the key questions about compensated employment
outcomes and briefly describes what uses might be made of answers to
these questions by supported employment observers, administrators, and
operators at different levels. These questions focus on four different
aspects of employment outcomes:

e How many participants are employed?

e What are their earnings levels?

e How many hours do they work in a given period (week or month)?

e How stable is their employment?

A final set of evaluation questions includes:

49
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Figure

Performance Questions aud fotential Users: Compensated Work

[ P —— —r———

. Derformance Questions N Potential Users

(1) How many participants obtain paid employment? These questions address the "bottom line" of jrogram success gnd

provide a summary of project~ and state-level performance. This
Ac Yow many participants achieve supported employment outcomes information is useful for tracking otate and proj

JUCL propress  over
(ag [ederally defined)? tine and can be used for crossstate and cross-project comparisons

B. How many participsnts obtain any paid employment?

C. What portion of participants are successfully served!

——— e ———————

(2) How much do participants carn? farnings are an important weggure of program outcmes and are of

purticular interest to state and federal policy makers concerned

A What 16 the level of participants' earnings? vith the effectiveness of supported employnent s an alterustive to
traditional habilitation programs. At the project level, carninggs
B. What fringe benefits do participante receivel are an indicator of individual levels of achievement.

C. Are earnings a substantial portion of participants’ income?

D. How do participants' earnings compare with those of co-
workers or other employees in comparable jobs?

(3) How much do participants work? One concern about traditional programs has been their difficulty in

providing an adequate amount of work for their participants. Maxi-

A How many hours per week do participants work? mizing the amount and proportion of productive work is highly
valued by promoters of supported employment. Algo, the federal
B. How many hours do participants work overtime! definition requires a miniowm of 20 hours per week to qualify as a

Supported employment outcome, Many individvals may qualify as
C. What portion of participanta' tine in program is spent in heving achieved @ supported employment outcome except for the

productive work? minimm hours rquirement, Tracking the full impact of supported
employnent  prograws 6 well as any potentisl refinements to the
definition requires tracking the actusl number of hours that par-
ticipsnts work,

(4) What is the duration of employment? Given the nature of the target population and the anticipated Tong-
tem nature of support provided, expectations for improvement over
tine may be inappropriate, Hovever, since the progron in new,
colection of data on changes over tive can provide policy makers
with critical infornation about progran outcones and long-tern
trenda,  Program operators will yse this infornstion at the ¢lient
level to track individusl progress over time, an important aspect
_ of the case management function, Also, in addition to individusl
55 {J changes over time, project-level progress can also be tracked as

projects are more successful in their job developnent and job
natching techniques,

(5) How do employnent status and earnings change over time! Employment stability is an important measure of program success gt

sdninigtrative and policy levels, especially at an apyregate fevel
where overall trends can be observed.

7



Figure & {continued)

- Performance Questions

e,

(6) How do cuployment outcomes compare vith those of traditional
habilitation and day activity prograns!

e Potential Users

This 1o one of the questions of state and fodec] policy makers and

can have @ major influence on level of connitment to system-wide
change,

(7) Now does the level of carnings  affect employment  stability
(duration/retention)?

This is a research question that can sssist in refining program
design a5 programs weight the tradeoffs between various advantages
of potential employment opportunities

il
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e How do participant outcomes change over time?

e How do outcomes of supported employment programs compare

with other programs?

e What is the relationship between earnings and employment

Whetti L \J H

Questions About Meaningful Work

Figure 5 describes various questions about the quality of placement
and their particular interest to federal, state and local project
actors. Several of the questions address descriptive topics including:

o What kind of jobs do supported employmen* participants

hold?

e When they leave a job, what are the reasons for

termination?

® Where do individuals go after termination from a sup-

ported employment program?

Other questions ask: (1) How good 1is the participant—job match?
(2) How does the quality of placement affect other supported employment
outcomes? and (3) What is the long-range employment mobility of partici-
pants? These questions more appropriately fall within the scope of an
evaluation effort, than as part of a project's ongoing monitoring

system.

Questions About Ongoing Support

As shown in Figure 6, there are several different kinds of
questions about ongoing support that are of interest to federal, state,
and local-level audiences. One kind of question asks for summary
descriptions of the role of ongoing support within a given project
model, in order to make comparisons across different models as well as
to observe how much varjation exists within a given project or type of
projects. These questions include:

e What types of ongoing support are provided to partici-

pants in supported employment?

e Who vprovides the ongoing support?
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Perfornsnce Questions and Potential Ugers: Heaningful Work
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lUgers

(1) In what kind of jobs are participants being placed?

For state and federal observers snd project administrators thege
descriptors provide @ picture of overall job development and
placement gctivities, including: (1) the range of industries and
Jobs; (2) the potential for labor narket saturation; and (3) the
poseibility of stereotyping or liniting of participant employment
options, Thege descriptors also prepare federal and state observers
and  project-level administrators for assessing how  different
employnent  situations end project models affect outcones (e.g.,
longevity of employment, earnings, stebility, etc.). Cuge managers
could use these descriptors to sssess project-participant match
prior to purchesing services, For project staff, particularly job
developers and job cosches, this infornation ig useful for: (1)
identifying current snd future range of targeted employmont
opportunities; (2) asseswing jobs which sre most beneficial for
participante; end (3) remaining responsive to the local labor
narket, In addition, this informstion can be vseful to enployers as
o description of @ progran's current market,

(2) Are programs providing sppropriate kinds of work for partici-
pants? (participant-jcb match)

Case nnagers, project staff and consumers would use this dereriptor
to ascess whether client~job matches are sppropriste and
sufficiently challenging for the participant, baged on task-skill

match,  Stste and federal observers, and program adeinistrators,
would use this information to assess project performance and changes

in client sctivity over tige,

(3) Why do perticipants terminate from jobs? from SE progren?

(4) Where do participants go after terminating from jobs!
from SE progran?

In order to ussess participant flov patterns and char 1 in overal]
service gystens, federsl and state cbeervers g Progran
edninigtrators vould use this descriptor to track mumbern of current

ond former SE participants, In addition, it provides & useful
mechanism for observing the evolution and implementing  the

refinement of practices, strategies and models, Case zanagers and
project staff would use this descriptor to! (1) track client
movement through the system; (2) mssess the most sppropriste "next
step," and (3) refine skills necessaty to agsist participants. This
infornation will also be ugeful to job developers in developing
strategies for marketing supported employment to employers.

(5) To what extent does the quality of the placesent influence S%
stability/duration?

The findings of this research question would be ugeful to Progren
advinistrators for understanding the factors sseocigted with
improving progran performance.

(6) To what extent Jo participants have the opportunity to move
fron one employment situation to another over time?

This is @ resesrch issue which tests the mobility potential and
actual occurrences of job povement in SE placements with the
bypothesis being that job mobility is as desirsble an option for

workers with severe disabilities as it is for their nondisabled co-
workers.

BEST COPY AvAILABLE



Figure 6

Perfornance Questions and Potential Users: Ongoing Support

Questions

Users

2!

What types of ongoing support are provided to participants?
{at the work place versus outside the work place; directly
work-related versus broader commuuity adjustment eupport)

Who provides the ongoing support to participante and who pays
for the ongoing support to participantel

For gtate and federal obgervers of the cupported emp)cyment demon-
stration, thece descriptors are useful for understanding how
project models differ regarding the provicion of onguing aupport.

For project administrators, thege descriptors are useful for under-
standing how the provieion of support varies for difirrent clients,

3.

How much support is being provided]

A, What is the mean amount of ongoing support received by the
gverage project participant (in time and in cost)?

B, What are the variations in the amounts of ongoing support
received by supported employment participants!

For project models that can identify ongoing eupport as a separate
program elenent, thege descriptors prepare federal observers, and
state and project-level sa'miniatrators to sssest (i) the portion of
total operating costa devoted te ongoing support; and (I) the rela-
tion between the public costs of support for an individual client
versus the earnings or texpayer benefits generated by the employ-
ment of that client,

How do the amounts of ongoing support to & given individual
change over time! (Is this @ model that emphasizes fnding of
support, or is it & steady state model?)

Thie descrijtor would be ngeful to case managers tracking indi-
vidual clients' progress, sa well a5 to observers interested in
understanding the features of a glven project, lssues related to
client longevity will be critical for evaluating the long-tern
benefits and costs of the supported employment program,

What portion and what types of work-related support received by
supported employment participants sre publicly funded (vetsus
provided at no charge or purchased by the participant)?

This is & research concern that tests the limits of supported em-
ploysent ag utilizing publicly funded support. If extensive non-
publicly funded ongoing support is revealed, there may be reasons
to expand the definiticn of supported employment, or to de-
emphasize the distinction between supperted employment progrems and
trangitional employment progrems,

How does gupport influence outcome?

A. How does the type and amount of ongoing support appesr to
influence the job longevity, job satisfaction, life satis-
fection, and skille levels of Bupported employment parti-
cipents?

B. To what extent does provision of ongoing support that is not
directly work-related influence the work success and work
Longevity of supported employment clients?

This research concern vill enable federal cbservers, and stete and
project~level adninistrators to ascess the relative importance of
different types of ongoing support in enhancing desited project
outcomes,

This is also @ research concetn to test the current operational

definitfon of support as directly work-related support, If other
kinds of support are found to have 8 dramatic effect on job
guccess, there may be reasons to expand the types of ungoing
support that are (a) offered, and/or (b} tracked,

o9
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e Who pays for the ongoing support?

A second set of questions attempts to arrive at quantitative mea-
sures of the intensity and costs of ongoing support. As described in
Figure 6, these questions ask:

® What portion of a supported employment program's total

staff time and costs are devoted to ongoing support?

e How do th2 ongoing costs of supported employment compare
to the cngoing earnings (and ultimately taxpayer bene-
fits) generated by the employment of project partici-
pants?

A third set of questions identifies research issues that might
ultimately feed back into refinements of the supported employment
initiative but, in the short run, would probably not be part of con-
tinuous prograum monitoring. These questions include:

@ How does the level of ongoing support provided to indi-

vidual participants change over time?

e What portion of the ongoing support received by partici-
pants is actually publicly funded, versus provided at no
charge by relatives, employers, or coworkers?

® What is the impact of providing various types and levels
of ongoing support on desired project objectives such as
employment longevity, job satisfaction, life satisfac-

tion, and skill levels of participants?

Questions About Worksite Integration

As shown in Tigure 7, there are three key questions that have been
asked about the integration aspects of supported employment programs:
(1)What is the extent of integration at the work site (to what extent
are supported employment participants placed in job sites with
nondisabled coworkers?) (2) How much social contact or interaction
occurs between disabled and nondisabled workers? and (3) What is the
effect of worksite integration on community integration and other

participant outcomes? Further exploration of the role of integration in

s
<
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Figure 7

Performance Questions and Potential Users: Worksite Integration

Performance Questions

Potential Users

(1) To what extent are partici-
P
pants in mainstream work

environments with nondisabled

coworkers?

For project-level administra-
tors and state and federal ob-
servers; information about the
extent of desegregation or pro-
portional mix of disabled and
nondisabled workers is essen—
tial to monitoring the shift
from more traditional segre-
gated work and day treatment
settings.

(2) To what extent do supported
workers interact with non-
disabled coworkers?

In addition to state and federal
policy interest in integration,
case managers and service provi-
ders can use this information to
monitor participants' progress.

It also can be useful in comparing
the quality of place ments offered

by different employers to assist
in job matching.

(3) How does social jintegration
at the worksite affect com-
munity integration and other
outcomes, such as job
satisfaction, living skills,
etc.?

These research question can shed
additional light on the value of

social integration at the worksite
"and assist project and state

administrators in refining their
service approaches.

o)
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supported employment programs, once they have been operationalized over
a8 longer period, may clarify additional performance questions to be

addressed.

Questions about Quality of Life

While Figure 8 depicts the various questions about quality of life
useful to federal, state, and project level audiences, the participants
themselves will be the main focus of this metasurement area in terms of
the identification and importance of changes in individual lifestyles
and participant attitudes, Federal and state observers, along with
program administrators, will be looking at overall trends in living
status, involvement in community activities, and skill development as
supportel employment programs move participants from segregated
enviro.ments into community~based employment. Those with more direct
participant contac: will be interested in tracking these changes on an
individual basis in order to refine program activities and identify
areas of growth. However, questions about quality of life provide
participants with the opportunity to give direct feedback to all levels

of program implementors on the daily life impacts of supported employ-

ment.

Questions About Participant Characteristics

There are four basic questions that have been asked about partici-

pants' characteristics, as illustrated in Figure 9. They include:

e What are the characteristics of participants in supported
empl oyment?

e How do these characteristics relate to the stated pro-
ject, state, or federal goals or objectives, about the
desired groups to be reached by supported employment?

® How do the characteristics of participants who achieve
supported employment outcomes differ from the character-
istics of enrollees who do not achieve supported employ-
ment; and

e How do specific participant characteristics {and combina-

tions of characteristics) influence client—level outcomes

bl



Figure 8

Performance Questions_and Potential Users: Quality of Life

Perfo ance Questions

Potential Users

(1) low have the living arra' cuents of the participants changed
since project cntry!

(2) Hag participant use of public transportation changed!

(3) How has the overall conmunity presence/participation of parti~
cipants changed over time?

These descriptions would indicate overall trends in the independent
lving status, skills, and comunity involvement levels of supported
employment participants, Program staff and case wanagers would be
particularly interested in tracking this infomation on an indi-
vidual basis over time, State and federal observers, recearchers,
and program  administrators would use this information to indicate
other possible outcomes and benefits of supported employuent.

(4) What are the changes over tive in participants':
o utilization of other support services?
o family/caregiver attitudes about employment, independent
living, and conmunity involvenent?
ability to make independent decisions?
degree of self-esteen?
health status!
use of leisure time’
expendable income?
living skills, behavior, mobility, cognition, job skills,
and communication skills?

Again, these descriptors can be useful both as a general picture of
overall gtate and federal wiifts occurring during supported employ-
went programming and ae an indicator of individual participant
evolution. Thece questions aleo encourage the development of
format for gathering information directly from participants and
significant others,

(5) What are the benefits (disadvantages) of increases (decreases)
in participants' expendable income?

This is a research concern which will sleo be critical to other
levels of involved audiences a8 benefits to supported employment
participants gre assessed. Policy makers on state and federal
levels will be particularly concerned with thi. descriptor as the
costs and benefits of shifts in progrem dollars are sssessed. On an
individual project basis, this could be useful for tracking par-
ticipants' changes in quality of life over time,

b

oS



Performance Questions and Potential Users:

Figure 9

Participant Characteristics

Questions

Users

(1) What are the characteristics

of project enrollees?

The preparation of descriptive pro-
files of participant characteris-—

tics will be of interest to all
observers and operators of supported
employment projects to answer ques-—
tions about what disability groups are
being served, what previous services
individuals had been utilizing, etc.
Additional related issues are what
groups are not accessing supported
employment and how client characteris-
tics are changing over time.

(2) How do observed enrollee

characteristics relate to
program or project goals
and objectives?

A. Are participants
appropriate?

B. Do participants reflect
' high priority target
categories?

At each level of govermment or pro-
ject administration where formal or
informal service goals have been es-
tablished, an examination will be
made of the appropriateness of the
enrolled participants: do they, in
fact, have severe disabilities? Are
they, in fact, diverting partici-
pants from work activity centers?
etc.

Q
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(3) How do the characteristics of In order to determine whether pro-
participants who achieve and ject models are equally effective
sustain supported employment with all types of participants,
differ from the characteris- researchers, program operators, and
tics of participants who do state and federal policymakers will
not achieve supported employ- | be interested in carefully examin-
ment ? ing the characteristics of the

clients who are least successful in
each type of project.

(4) How do specific client This is the issue that is critical

characteristics influence
achievement of different
client-level outcomes (e.g.,
employment and earmnings
levels, job quality and life
quality)?

before an across-the-board compari-
son can be made of the relative ef-
fectiveness of different projects,
different types of projects, and
different state programs: how should
performance expectations be adjusted
to take into account variatioms in
the characteristics of participants
from one project to another?

b4
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(e.g., employment and earnings levels, job quality, and

iife quality measures)?

Ultimately, research may enable observers of supported employment
programs to develop a summary measure of Yexpected participant difficul-
ty" for each enrollee in supported employment that reflects the
statistical association between various participant characteristics and
observed outcome levels for previous client cohorts. If such a summary
measure or index proves feasible, comparisons of performance over time

anc across projects could be greatly simplified.

Questions about Comnunity Change and Systems Change

Those particularly interested in systems change questions, as shown
in Figure 10, will be state and federal observers, policy makers, and
program planners. When looked at from a local perspective, these ques—
tions also have significance to regional and community administrators
and project staff. The questions ask: (1) What changes have occurred
in the service delivery system at the state and local levels? (2)Have
the intended supported employment objectives been achieved? (3)What

are the quantifiable results of supported employment outcomes System—

wide? (4) What is the impact of supported employment on funding flow and
participants flow? and finally, (5) Are current service delivery
mechanisms adequate given the influence of supported employment program-—
ming? The latter two questions are research issues which may uitimately

address the need for more extensive systems change.

Questions About Supported Employment Costs

Figure 11 summarizes the key questions about supported employment
costs and briefly describes what uses would be made of these questions
by supported employment observers, administrators, and operators at
different levels. The first set of questions asks: how are supported
employment projects funded and what constraints do different funding
sources place on project operations? The second set of questions asks:
What are the "typical" costs of providing supported employment and how

much variation exists in providing supported employment opportunities

b5



Figure 10

Performance Questions ang Ferential Users: Systems Change

(1) What are the variations in intended Bystens change for:

¢ incressed volume of supported enployment outcomes?

o increased proportion of supported cmployment oytcomes to the
total eysten?

¢ increaved range of joba available!
¢ overeaming brriers wnd creating incentives]

For federsl observers, this descriptor will be usoful for under~
standing overall gnd comparative system transformation acrocs states

based on the intended objectives of the supported employment
initiative,

(2) What is the volume of supported employment out comes?

A, ¥hat 16 the volume of supported employment outcomes over
time?

B. To what extent is supported enployment an addition to or a
replacenent for current prograaming!

C. What portion of the population who could benef it from sup-

ported employment are being served?

(3) What is the flow of momey -~ who i paying for vhat and how does
that change over time)

R T ——

State policy makers and progran planners will use these descriptors
to assess (1) how supported employment has restructured previous
progranaing and (2) how many of the target population has been
served, For progran administrators, these yill be key descriptors
in tergeting appropriste perticipants for appropriate services

(4) What ioflaence has the supported emplogment initiative had on
the service delivery system over time!

A, What are the changes in service delivery mechanisms over
time for:

cage wanagement procedures!

rate setting structures!

documentationlmonitoring?

ability to provide ongoing support]

referral mechaniens?

interagency mechanisno?

B, What are the changes in the flow of participants over time?

In order to capture the range of systen change impacts on state
service delivery wechaniems, funding streams, and participant flow
patterns, state policy makers and state-level progrem planners will
need to heve mpecific descriptive and quantitative infornction on
the changes and/or long-temn trends oceurring a8 a result of sup-
ported employment programs, More specifically, these deseriptors
will aseist in short- gnd long-range planning efforts in states and

8Cross etates, as well ae providing a pool of compatative {nforma-
tion on beet practices,

(3) What is the extent of systens change at the local community
level?

Av Hhat changes are occurring locally in the service deliviery
system in arean such gs referral structures, interagency

coordination, and sources of funds to pay for ongoing sup-
port?

B. Are there chances in the hiring practices of Jocal enployers?

(P

For local program sduinistrators, case managers, ang project staff,
it will be critical to assess trends in both the public sector and
the privete sector in order to expedite service delivery and job
placement efforts

-
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Figure 10 (continued)

_ Terformance Quentiony — Totential Users_

— e e

(6) What is the relationship betveen changes in funding flow and Thic is a research concern which will provide information on
participant flow?

whether participants are following the funding streans of the

funding streanw are folloving the patticipants over tine,
A, Hiow do the changes in the flow of the morey affect the floy

of the participants through the syaten?

B, Now do the changes in the flow of participents affect the
flov of the woney through the systen?

- = ————

R

(1) 18 there a need for a centralized outreach and assessuent This alao i6 & research concern g federal and state obs
n. henism?

ervers and
focal project sdninistrators look at coordination ef furts over time

and agsess the most effective vays to reatructure service delivery
[7 systeas for persons with severe disabilitics
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(-.._,_ Performance Questions,

(1) What funding sources are being used to support the operation of
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Figure 11

Perfommance Questions snd_Potentjal

L —

sers:_Supported Bmployment Conts

supported eoployment projects at the local 1evel (including
revenue produced by project activities)! For projects that have
access to more than one funding source, how are funds from
different sources coordingled? (e.g., funding allocated by
client, funding allocated by sctivity),

Potential Users

B ——

For federal observers and state aduinistrators, analyzing the

flow of funds to progran operators is cssential for understanding
the fiscal constraints on the progrom, a8 well as the require-
ments imposed by each funding source regarding clients to be
served, or limits on the tining, scope, or objective of services.

(2) What is the cost of one month of supported enployment For one

participant?

Av What is the cost of one month of supported employment for a
typical articipant?

B, How do monthly coste vary
o by project?
o by progran model?
o by client choracteristics?
¢ by length of tine in program?

e e e ——— S —— - ——————

At all levels, from federal policy makers to state adninistrators
to local coordinating councila and local supported employpent
projects, infornation about the typical costs and the range of
variation in costs for different typee of participants in dif-
ferent types of supported employment models will be ysed to get
expectations for individual perfornance and to compare different
projects and different models. Ultisately, an assesement of
veriations in costs will algo set the state for o compurison of
the net benefits of alternative models.

(3) How are project costs allocsted across different types of activi-

ties, such gs:

geveral administration?

conmunity outreach, education, and advocacy’
client-intake assessment, job match?

direct client supervision/trainingfongoing aupport ?
client specific casework and advocacy ?

generalized job development?

purchase of outside services for clients?
evaluation/record keeping?

revenue-producing activities {including cost of vages
paid for vork performed)?

The primary users of this detailed analysis of project activities
vill be project wanagers themselves, as vell as state monitors, in
order to asseds: (1) how project resources are being allocated;
(2) how these expenditure patterns are changing over tine; and

(3) what apparent effect the investment in different activities
hae on reasure of project effectiveness and cost-effectiveness

(4) What are the net fiscal impacts of supported empioyzent from the

taxpayer perspective!

A What are the average monthly reductions {increases) iu trans-

fer payments resulting from participation in supported employ-
ment !

B. What are the average monthly reductions (increases) fn the
cost of Gocial services utilized a5 a result of participation
in supported employment?

C. What are the sversge monthly incresses (reductions) in tax

revenues paid as & result of participation in support ed
employment?

The questions of net fiscal impacts require extensive investige-
tions of the indirect outcones experienced by individual supported
eoployment participants, a8 vell gs tracking the experience of
8 control or comparison group who did not enter supported employ-
went. For this reason, they will not be of day-to-day interest
to progran administeators. However, program managers and galicy
nakers at all levels will be vitally interested in what research
reveals about the relationships between their direct ontcome
wonitoring measurse and net impact estinates. Specifically,
decisions made by program policy makers about ¢licnt targeting
vi1l lean heavily on research findings about which types of par-
ticipants (1) create the greatest net texpayer return; and (2)
experience the greatest personal financial benefits frep partici-
pation in supported employment,

<SS



Figure 11 {continued)

Performance Questions

(5) From the participant perspective, what are the net fipancial
impacts of supported employment?

A, What are the incre. °s (decresses) in uncompensated monthly

work expenses ascociated with participation in supported
omployment }

B, What are the increases (decreases) in expendable income
associated wilh participation in supported enployment
(increased earnings minus taxes minug reductions in trane-
fer paynents)

"_I’pl_op.t.ip.l_ Users

See the comments under 4, above,

(6) How do the gean wonthly costs of supported tuploynent compare to

the mean wonthly costs of other day programs which serve a similar
client population?

The users of these quentions and answers will be any actors at

the federal or state levels who are primarily interested in sys-
temé transforuation, that is, in reallocating existing and planned
new investments in day services for the target population so as to
reslize the greatest taxpayer and client benefits, The first step
i6 to compare coste of alternative or conpl ementary services.

(7) Hov do the estimated peen monthly taxpayer and participant bene-
fits of supported employme: t compare to the mean monthly benefits

generated by other prograns which serve a similar client popula-
tion?

The second step is to compare the taxpsyer benefits generated by
alternative or couplementary services.

(8) How do the estinated aonthly project costs and taxpayer benefits

very across different supported enployment projects gnd types of
projects?

(9) How do the estinated net financial benefits of supported emplcy-

went from the participant perspective vary acrose different types
of supported employment projects?

Finally, researchers and policynakers will be interested in under-
standing the variations in supported ewployment costs and benefits
a8 they interact with varistions {n participant characteristics

and service approaches over time. Ultimately, research may reveal

that certsin models tave a cost advantage for certain types of par-
Licipants,

J
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via different project models to different types of participants? The
third set of questions, which will be of particular interest to project
managers themselves, ask about the costs of the distinct activities
funded under supported employment.

Three final question areas concern (1) developing estimates of the
net fiscal impacts on the taxpayer of operating supported employment
programs; (2) developing estimates of the net financial impacts on the
individual participants of supported employment programs; and (3) com-
paring the marginal costs and benefits of investing additional funds in

supported employment versus alternative or complementary services.

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS

The clusters of performance questions described above offer a range
of performance questions which can be used at state and federal policy
levels to monitor program performance and which can also be used by
state and local administrators to monitor their own progress. These
indicators also provide the basic framework for conducting a more com-
prehensive evaluation effort. However, in addition to the eight domains
above, there are & number of other performance questions that we recom-
mend for inclusion in future performance evaluations. These include:
(1) What are the practices and procedures associated with program suc-
cess? and (2) How do external and environmental factors influence sup-
ported employment outcomes? These performance questions are not
presented here in the same level of detail as the eight domains sbove.
The specification of data elements and specific performance measures in
these areas are perhaps premature and would emerge during the develop-
ment of a detailed evaluation design. The users and uses of information
are essentially the same across these additional performance questions.
Evaluation information will be useful to state and federal policy makers
and state and local administrators in refining the supported employment
service delivery approach. A comprehensive understanding of what works
and why it works may lead to revisions in the definitimn of supported

employment and state and federal implementation and funding policies.
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Questions About Pest Practices

One of the major objectives of any program evaluation effort is to
produce information that can lead to improvements in program design and
implementation. Evsluaticn of practices and procedures contributing to
success woul ! include such questions as:

® How do various practices and procedures differ between
supported empioyment programs and more traditional
vocational and day activity programs?

e How do the characteristics of program operators seem to
affect outcomes (e.g., type of agency, history and
experience, organizational structure and staffing)?

© Which models and approaches seem to work best for
different types of participants?

® Which models and approaches seem to work best for
different kinds of local conditions (e.g., urban versus
rural, different kinds of labor markets)?

® Are there different specific "best practices"™ that seem
to work well across different models and populations
(e.g., participant assessments, job match techniques, job
coaching and training techniques, case management and
follow—-up procedures, funding mechanisms, interagency
coordination)?

®¢ What is the relationship between different outcomes
(e.g., earnings, employment stability, integration) and
different program models?

e How do the different outcomes relate to each other? What
are the trade—offs between maximizing earnings, hours of
and degree of integration? HKow do these relate to levels
of support provided and program costs?

®¢ What are the qualifications of program staff and what
kinds of training do they participate in? What are the
training needs of different actors = the supported
employment service system?

® What are the roles of various actors in the supported

employment program (e.g., state and federal policy-
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makers, universities, consumer groups, service provider
organizations, etc.)? How do shifts in leadership occur
as the program matures, and how do these shifts influence

philosophy and policies in the field?

Questions About External Factors

There are a variety of factors likely to influence outcomes that
are not under the control of the supported employment program itself.
An assessment of how these factors affect outcomes is essential to a
comprehensive understanding of program performance. Should any of these
factors prove to have strong relationships with specific program
outcomes, at some future time it might be desirable to include such
factors in the ongoing comparative assessment of program performance.
Such an approach might include weighting outcomes according to specific
factors in order to take into account differences in local environments
when comparing cne program to another.

A number of different factors have been identified to date as being
likely to affect performance to some degree. These include:

e work/income disincentives, such as potential loss of SSI

and medical benefits;

e local labor market characteristics and the availability

of suitable jobs;

® local economic conditions and feasibility of creating new

jobs and business ventures;

® general economic trends and conditions in the state or

nation as a whole;

® local service environments (service rich or service poor)

and the avaijilability of adjunct support services for
community living and personal/social needs; and

e cooperation from other agencies and programs and

interagency coordination within the ~onstraints of state
and local bureaucratic structures, policies and

regulations.
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Another question sometimes asked about the external constraints on
dissemination of supported employment:
e Is there a danger of labor market saturation in some
communities? How is this (might this be) addressed? To
what extent does supported employment affect other
groups' access to entry-level jobs? Are there industries

or job types with untapped potential?

The eight primary topics used to structure performance questions in
this chapter appear in Part 11 of this report as a basic framework for
presenting a set of core and supplementary performance measures which
are suggested for implementation by states and individual projects on an
ongoing basis. Additional topics are suggested for periodic or ad hoc

research efforts by projects, states, or outside evaluators.
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CHAPTER 111 NOTE

l1This list bears a deliberate resemblance to the list of areas of
consensus on program objectives described in Chapter I. In their evolu-
tion from objectives to performance questions to clusters of consensus
data items, the follcwing changes ir title occurred: worksite and com—
munity integration was divided intc two topics —-— worksite integration
and part of the topic quality of life —— and program coste, environmen—
tal factors, and best practices emerged as new categories. A clear
trend also emerged, whereby those topics most readily lending themselves
to quantified measurement increased in scope, and th se topics difficult
to measure in a consistent fashion began to shrink.

In the development of specific data items and measures to address
these clusters of performance questions, the eight measurement domains
underwent two additional title changes ~— compensated work issues are
addressed by measures of employment outcomes, and meaningful work issues
addressed by a somewhat expanded set of concepts about quality of em-—

ployment.




PART II:
ESTABLISHING CONSENSUS ABOUT RECOMMENDED DATA ITEMS

AND DEVELOPING A DATA COLLECTION STRATEGY
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IV. IDENTIFYING RECOMMENDED DATA ITEMS AND MRASURES

INTRODUCTION

While the first part of this report focused primarily on the

conceptual framework within which the study evolved, the following

section presents a practical framework for implementing common ongoing
measures of supported employment efforts. These common measures fall
within the eight measurement domains discussed previously:

e employment outcomes;

e quality of employment;

e opportunities for worksite integration;
& ongoing support;

® quality of life;

® participant characteristics;

e systems change; and

® supported employment costs.

Within each domain, the BPA study team used the wide range of
information gathered, through the literature and discussions with
informed respondents, to identify which data items and measures might
best be considered as:
® core, or universal measures that provide information on
an ongoing basis, including data necessary for ongoing
program monitoring and for summarizing performance at
state and federal levels. These are also measures that
would be most useful if implemented across projects

and/or states;

e supplementary, or additional measures that need not be

the same across states and projects. These may include
particular areas that a project would want to monitor for
itself on an ongoing basis, as well as measures that
reflect local and/or project model pecularities; and

e evaluation, or periodic measures or special studies that

would be conducted for a representative sample,
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occasionally, or only after the program has demonstrated

longevity.

Using these criteria, the study team presented a potential set of
core, supplementary, and evaluation measures to 35 individuals from
around the country for discussion and consensus building during a day
and a half seminar. These individuals represented federal agencies,
state and local public and private agencies from the fields of develop-
mental disabilities, vocational rehabilitation, ard special education,
as well as educational institutions and research centers. The National
Consensus Seminar occurred on May 20-21, 1986 in Washington, DC, and was
structured to (1) generate response to the potential measures;
(2) create an opportunity for a diverse group of involved persons to
explore the extent of theoretical agreement and consistency in practice
on program goals, implementation practices, and measures of program
accomplishment; (3) allow federal, state, and local representatives to
exchange information to develop an understanding of the dimensions of
supported employment as it emerges around the country; and (4) establish
communication links between program operators, researchers, and policy
makers. During the seminar, consensus-building focused largely on
individual proposed data items rather than on the agyregate performance
measures that might be constructed from them, The consensus-building
process centered on those measures considered by the group to be core or
universal.

This chapter reflects the group's work during this consensus-
building process through tables displaying the set of core consensus
measures and a set of supplementary or additional measures for each
domain, In addition, each section attempts to briefly address:

e Why is this domain important to measure/what do we want

to know?
e What are the constraints in measuring this domain? and
e What are the implications for collecting data in terms of
the consistency and timing of data to be collected?
The lists of core consensus measures represent a get of data items

and measures that would ideally be implemented by all supported employ-

81
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ment programs in a consistant way. While these consensus measures do
not mean to imply a federal intention to mandate standardized data
collection, they do represent a minimal set of agreed~upon measures and
a statement from those active in the field about what the supported
cemployment program might hold itself accountable for and/or what
describes the program's intent. In addition, areas were identif:ed
where further research will be needed to develcp measures and
methodologies.

The supplementary sets include measures that would entail choices
made at project and/or state discretion about what particular informa-
tion would be useful to collect. The specific measures included are
suggestions or representations of ways tv expand the core set of ongoing
measures. Other measures which reflect project or community-specific
concerns could certainly be added to the list of possibilities. Special
studies or evaluation topics for each domain are addressed in Part III
of this report, along with overall re.earch issues in supported employ-
moent programs. Chapter V of this section discusses the various concerns
which arise when attempting to develop a data collection strategy and

implementation plan for ongoing performance monitoring.
EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES

The key feature of supported employment that distinguishes it from
day activity programs is paid employment. Employment exists when an
individual's activities create goods and services that have economic
value, and when he or she receives payment for work from an employer or
customer. Therefore, the first step in measuring performance and
perhaps the most important measure of success of supported employment
programs is assessing the extent to which employment outcomes are
achieved. These outcomes can be orgenized into four general dimensions:
(1) actual placement/employment; (2) stability of that employment;
(3) earnings; and (4) hours worked. These areas were identified as the
key aspects of employment outcomes during the study, and are reflected
in the core consensus data items and recommended measures listed in

Figure 12A,

82
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Figure 124A -

EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES

Cove Consensus Data Items and Recommended Measures

Consensus Data Itewms Pecommended Core Measures

e Enrolled in SE program e total ¢ of participants served (active enrollees) during
reporting period

e Obtained paid employment e { and T of participants in paid employment (at a- time
during reporting period)

e Achieved SE outcome (current OSERS e { and Z o participants who huve achieved supported
definition) employment outcomes (current OSERS definition)

e I of participants in paid employment who have achieved
supported employment (current OSERS definition)

e Hourly wage at placement ® mean hourly wage at placement

e Hourly wage at end of reporting period e mean hourly supported employment wage (mean wage for all
participants who have achieved supported employment out-
comes)

e mwmean hourly wage for all participants in paid productive
work (including participants who have not [yet] achieved
supported employment outcomes)

e mean monthly earnings for all participants in paid pro-
ductive work (including participants who have not [vet]
achieved supported employment outcomes)

e 2 of employed participants/participants achieving sup-
ported employment carning minimum wage or above

® Received fringe benefits: health e mean sonthly supported employment earnings (mean monthly
coverage earnings for all participants who have achieved suppnrted
-- yes employment outcomes)
-~ no

e total earnings across all participants who have achieved
supported employment outcomes for reporting period

e total earnings across all participants (including those
. who have not yet achieved supported employment outcomes)
for reporting period

e Total hours worked during reporting e mean hours worked per week in supported employment
period

e { weeks employed since enrollment, for e mean { weeks employed since enrollment for current par-
participants with SE outcomes ticipants with SE outcomes

e {l weeks exmployed during reporting e nmean { weeks employed during reporting period for current
period, for participants with SE participants with SE outcomes
outcomes

__________________ BT T T U

e { weeks employed with present employer, ® mean length of rime (# weeks) with present employer for

for participants with SE outcomes participants with SE outcome
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Measuring these dimensions will enable us to answer the questions:
To what extent is the participant in supported employment involved in
paid productive work, how paid and how productive is the work, and is
that work retained over a period of time? 1In addition,this information
will be an integral part of an internal assessment of project
performance as well as providing bench marks against which to compare
outcomes across projects. These comparisons will facilitate the
identification of: (1) differences among supported employment projects;
(2) differences between supported employment and other programs;
(3) "best practices,” or exemplary methods for achieving best outcomes;
and (4) a long range picture of the cupported employment program as it
develops.

As evidenced in Figure 12A, the issue of defining who is a
participant in supported employment is central to the consistent
measurement of employment outcomes. The National Consensus effort
resulted in a determination to collect data on all supported employment

participants, defined as active enrollees, with certain measures

designed specifically to capture outcomes for thcse who fall within or
achieve the current OSERS supported employm:nt guidelines (i.e., working
at least 20 hours per week, in a group of eight or fewer disabled
workers, and receiving publicly-supported, on-the-job support). Thus,
the consensus items reflect a decision about questions of definition and
priorities —~ decisions which will be necessary to make on a broader
scale to promote the greatest possible consistency in data collection.
Other National Consensus decisions which are evident in the core data
items are:

e &n agreemeni to measure both hourly wage (to capture
individual client level progress and changes in produc-
tivity) and total monthly earnings over the reporting
period -~ collected at the client level on a monthly
basis and reported either monthly or quarterly on an
aggregate level; and

¢ an agreement to collect both total hours and number of
weeks worked during the reporting period for participants

with SE outcomes (as defined by OSERS).
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Measures of weeks worked for participants who have not (yet)
achieved supported employment (as defined by OSERS) were determined to
be supplementary (see Figure 12B). In addition, measures that looked at
chenges in earnings and employment status over time (by quarters) were
also considered supplementary, as were measurer of fr.nge benefits other
tharn health coverage and more detailed information about hours worked
per week. It is interesting to note the consensus reached about
measuring hours and weeks worked in addition to earnings measures.
Participation in work on a _.egular and sustained basis is valued as a
goal in and of itself, independent of the wages and production yielded
by that activity.

The potential for collecting consistent employment outcome data
across states and projects seems high, given an effort to utilize common
definitions. Projectis and states must aiso consider implementation
issues. Much of this information can be collected at the client level
relatively easily, and then aggregated at the project and state level.
It may be somewhat more difficult to collect client level data on fringe
benefits, but measuring these at the employer level might rot accurately
represent whether or not participants actually receive fringe benefits.
Ultimately, it is critical to look at all employment outcomes of
supported employment in light of its goal for "normalized" employment.
This will mean considering the data in the context of nondisabled

coworkers and/or the standards of that particular industry.

QUALITY OF EMPLOYMENT

One of the goals of the supported employment initiative is to offer
participants an opportunity to shift from the o ten monotonous tasks
performed in sheltered employment to productive and meaningful work
involving variety in tasks, the opportunity to acquire new skills,
increased job satisfaction and security, and employment mobility. Some
programs have goals that even go further than placing clients in "real"
jobs in the community and have given priority to finding "non-
traditional”™ placements for individuals with severe disabilities, as

alternatives to what some consider to 'e stereotypical placements.
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Figure 12B

EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES

Additional or Supplementary Data Items and Other Possible Measures

Additional or Supplementary
Data Items

Other Possible Measures

® Received fringe benefits: sick leave,

% c¢f employed participants receiving: gick leave, vaca-
vacation time, other { tion leave, other fringe benefits
-- yes
~= no :
® Value of fringe benefits as a percen- ® mean fringe benefit rate (value of fringe benefits as per-
tage of earnings centage of earnings) |
e Mean hours worked per week during e # of supported employment participants working:
period employed — 1-10 hours per week
== 11-20 hours per week
— 21-30 hours per week
~= 31-40 hours per week
e T T -
® Total hours spent in day program or e X of total day program hours Epent in supported employ-
work activity other than supported ment
employment during reporting period
e ¢ weeks employed gince enrollment ® nmean f## weeks employed since enrollment (for current rar-
(for participants who have not [yet] ticipants who have not [yet] achieved SE outcomes!
achieved supported employment out-
comes)
e § weeks nmployed during reporting ® mean f weeks euployed during reporting period (for par-
period (for participants who have ticipants who have not [yet] achieved SE outcomes
not [yet] achieved SE outcomes)
_____________________________________ ]
e # weeks employed with present employer ® wmean length of time (# weeks) with present employer (for
(for participants who have not [yet] participants who have not [yet] achieved SE outcomes)
achieved SE outcomes)
e I weeks employed since first placement ® wmean I wceks employed gince placement (for all partici-
(for all participants) pants)
* Duration of program participarion ® mear # quarters in program for current participants
== # quarters in program
® mean # quarters in program for terminees
(S Bttt .
e Employment status at end of 2nd quarter, |e number and T of total prugréam participants employed at
4th quarter, 8th quarter, 12th quarter, end of 2nd, 4th, 12th quarter after enrollment (a par-
etc., after enrollment (based on con- ticipant is included in this measure if the reporting :
sensus data items) period is his or her 2nd, 4th, 8th, 12th quarter after )
enrollment) '
______________________________________________________ }
!
e Earnings during 2nd, 4th, 8th, 12th ® mean monthly earnings during 4th, 8th, or 12th quarter |
quarter after enrollment (based on after enrollment (& participant is included in this !
core data items) measure if the reporting period is his or her &4th, 8th, |
or 12th quarter after enrollment) !
!
|
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Thus, in order to measure the performance of supported employment
efforts, the first step is to collect information about the nature of
the work itself.

In addition to the employment outcome mearures described
previously, most of the existing measurement systems reviewed and
analyzed by the BPA study team included some information about the
nature and adequacy of the work placement. While this was often
informal and descriptive in nature, a number of potentially useful
examples of more formal procedures for collecting and reporting data
about work placement characteristics exist. Much more work is needed,
however, to develop measures that can address the full range of impor-
tant questions about the quality of the employment situation including:

e What is the nature of the work -- is it an improvement

over "make~work" in sheltered settings? 1Is it real work?
Is it meaningful work? 1Ic there a good match between the
worker and the job tasks? Is stereotyping occurring?

e What is the quality of the work environment —— are appro-

pPriate job accommodations being made? What is the
quality of the physical environment —- is there enough
light and air? Wha. is the quality of the interactions
between workers and supervisors —-- are there tppropriate
avenues for communication and exchange of information?

e Why do supported employment participants leave their jobs

and where do they go after termination —- are supported

workers leaving job situations for reasons similar to
other workers? Where could improved supported employment
program practices enhance job stability and retention?
What are the external barriers that prevent supported
workers from retaining employment? Wh::e do participants
go after termination from supported employment?

e How is supported employment interacting with the labor

market -- what kinds of jobs are being accessed by
supported workers? What kinds of labor markets developed
on behalf of supported employment projects are being

tapped successfully? Ursuccessfully? Is supported
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employment filling existing jobs, creating new jobs, or

both, and to what extent?

While not intended to comprise a comprehensive assessment of
quality, several measurement areas describing basic employment
characteristics were included by the National Consensus Seminar in the
core measure set (see Figure 13A). These measurement areas include:
type of employer, type of job, and reason for termination from the
supported employment project, and were viewed by seminary participants
as descriptive or proxy measures rather than measures of qualit: or
program performance accountability. While the basic set of descriptive
data gathered from these core measures will provide some of the
informatiou necessary to address the performance questions above, the
current state of the art in defining and measuring quality of employment
has certain gaps. For example, measuring the appropriateness of the job
match is difficult. Current measures reviewed for this study are being
used during the job placement process itself as a part of job task
analyses and skill assessments during service delivery. However, these
processes do not lend themselves to evaluating the ongoing quality of
the match or the goodness—-of-fit between the worker and the job over
time. Further development of measures in this area are needed, so they
can be included in a set of core measures. In addition, any measurement
of the quality of the work environment itself requires the development
of new measures.

Another factor integral to measuring quality of employment involves
relating the particular supported employment jobs to the opportunities
in the labor market. While a comprehensive picture of the types of jobs
performed by supported workers would be useful on national, site and
local levels for policy makers and project implementors alike, caution
must be used in comparing the range of jobs developed Ly individual
projects given the wide variation in local settings. These measures
will also be useful descriptors in analyzing reasons for termination and
participant destirzilon status after program termination.

Figure 13B provides examples of expanded response categories for

each of the categories of reasons for termination, which have been
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Figure 13A

QUALITY OF EMPLOYMENT
(Empl oyment Characteristics)
Core Consensus Data Items and Recosmended Measures

Ccnsensus Data Iteco Recommended Cere Measures

e Type of employer e { and 2 of participants employed by different types of

employers

-~ private nonprofit

-~ private for profit - small
business or large corporation

—= government - local, state or

== federal

e Type of job (develop standardized e # and T of participants in different types of jobs
categories, referencing D.O.T.,
S.0.C. codes, etc.)

______________________ B T S
e Who pays wages? e ¢ and Z of participants receiving wages from each source
-~ SE program
-- employer
== other
e Reason for termination by categury e # and Z of participants terminating for Primary reason by
(primary and secondary reason) category
~- employee performance reasons
(involuntary departure) e { and Z of participants terminating for secondary reason
~- emp. -er reasons other than by category
employee performance (involun-
tary departure)
-=- employee reasons (voluntary
departure)
-- provider reasons
== other
e Participant destination/status after e { and Z of terminating participants leaving supported
termination from supported employment employment for each type of destination

program, for example:

== school

-- wait list

-~ no service

== institution

-- another SE program
-- day activity program
~- sheltered workshop
-- independent competitive employment
-~ retired

== other

—-= unknown
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Figure 13B

QUALITY OF EMPLOYMENT

Additional or Supplementary Data Items and Other Possible Measures

Additional or Supplementary Data ltems

Other Possible Measures

Type of industry (develop standardized
categories, referencing D,0.T., s.0.C.,

e { and ¥ of particifparte erzloyed by type of industry

etc.)

Reason_for termination by specific types (e { and T of participants terminating for each type of

(more than one may be indicated)

E.

A. Employee performance reasons
(involuntary departure), for examplea:

attendance
compliance
emotional outbursts
personal hygiene
independence

on task (off task)
quality of work
responding to instructions
social skills

speed

task completion

Employer reafons other than

empl oyee performance (involun-~
tary departure), for example:

change in job duties
laid-off, facility closed
laid-off, cutback in graff
laid-off, seasonal
replaced by arother worker

C. Employee reasons (voluntary
departure), for example:

quit, due to change in
relationship status (e.g.,
married, divorced, etc.)
quit, due to pregnancy and/or
parenting responsibilities
quit, for better job

quit, didn't like job

quit, health reasons

leave of absence

moved from area

Provider reasons, examples to be

developed

Other reasons, for example:

quit, due to parental caregiver
pressure

quit, due to financial aid inter-
ference

quit, due to transportation
problenms

deceased

other

enployee reason (involuntary departure)

] # and X of participants terminating for each type of
enployer reason (involuntary departure)

e # and I of participants terminating for employee reasons
(voluntary departure)

e f and I of participants departing for provider reasons

e { and 7 of participants terminating for other reasons

O
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grouped according to ewployer, employee, or provider reasons. As
supplementary Jdata, this measure permits recording more than one reason
for job termination. Fu» example, an employee's behavior which results
in an involuntary termination may be the worker's only way of expressing
dislike for the job. Thus, two explanations,and possibly more, exist
for that termination. The more detailed response categories would
permit recording all the reasons for termination that apply to each
situation.

It would appear, then, that data on termination reasons may be
collected at the client level, while other quality of employment
measures may be appropriate to project level data collection and
measures to demonstrate overall trends in job placement and movement
within the context of local communities and projects. Research efforts
needed to refine measures of job quality include not only studies of new
approaches to measuring quality and job match, but also studies to add
depth to the ongoing descriptive data, such as: (1) job mobility
comparisons between those in supported employment and other workers;
(2) studies of how supported employment projects are (or are not)
accessing noncraditional jobs within the labor market; and (3) stiies
of how to use participant self-reports to define and describe the
quality of employment and changes over time. The current core set of
measures should be viewed as initial attempts to develop wvalid
descriptive measures of the nature and adequacy of jobs. The importance
of expanding current expertise in measuring employment quality will need
to be reflected in future research efforts as the supported employment

program evolves.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR WORKSITE INTBGRATION

The integration of individuals with severe disabilities into the
workplace is a key element in the supported employment effor.. Worksite
integration focuses on providing opportunities for disabled and non-
disabled co~workers to interact in a vaviety of settings and situations
including the immediate work environment, lunchroom, break times, or

during travel to and from work.
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The results of this study have indicated the importance of going
beyond measures that simply indicate whether individuals with cevere
disabilities are being placed into jobs where there are nondisabled co-
workers present. A more complete definition of integration needs to
ir~lude the existence and extent of meaningful contact between disabled
and nondisabled coworkers. Evidence indicates that this type of inte-
raction provides a teaching and reinforcement mechanism for social and
work skill development. It is also an indicator of normalized working
conditions and the opportunity to establish sccial relationships between
people who have formerly been isolated from one another.

While integration at the worksite is the primary integration
objective of supported employment programs, study results have also
stressed the multidimensional nature of integration and the importance
of integration outside of work. For many participants, success at work
will be dependent in part on participation and success in integrated
non-work environments. Persons with disabilities interact with non-
disabled individuals when buying clothes to wear to work, when buying
food, and while riding public transportation, as well as during partici-

pation in recreation/leisure activities. For many disabled individuals,

community integration is not only an essential pre-requisite to suc-
cessful integration at the worksite, but is also an outcome of suc-—

cessful participation in supported employment. (See also Quality of

Life.)
Community integration is a concern that has been given a great deal
of attention in recent years by administrators, service providers,
researchers and policy makers in the fields of independent living,
developmental services and special education. It is an area that is
reiatively new to vocational rehabilitation and employment policy.
Perhaps because it is considered by many to be a secondary outcome in
the context of employment prograus, measuring community integration is
not yet well-developed or well-defined in the field. Thus, few concrete
examples exist of measures of the performance of supported employment
programs in furthering community integration objectives. Further
development would be needed to construct simple summary measures that

could be included in the evaluation of supported employment impacts. It
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appears unlikely that community integration measures would be included
in ongoing performance assessment, at least in the initial stages of
program development. Thus, the proposed core measures listed in Figure
14A concentrates on opportunities for integration in the worksite only.

A major constraint in measuring integration is the question of how
to define and collect information on the extent and nature of contacts
betweeri individual workers. Monitoring the proportion of persons with
disabilities to nondisabled individuals is somewhat easier and the data
are relatively easy to collect, However, study results indicate that
developing indicators of the degree and kinds of interaction would
result in measures that are more reflective of the accomplishment of
integration objectives than measures of the numbers of nondisabled
workers at the job site,

Some attempts have been made to develop client-level measures of
integration which include features of both work setting and community
interaction. While still in the initial stages of implementation and
reliability testing, such attempts bode well for the development of such
measures.

Until such developments occur, or until adaptations are made of
existing integration measures from other related fields, current
measurement of integration focuses on measures of proportion, proxy
measures, and/or qualitative evaluation efforts. As Figure 14A
indicates, the core consensus measures include.basic quantitative
measures of the numbers of supported workers in the group support
structure, such as work crew or a work station, and the presence or
absen-.e of nondisabled workers (other than staff) in the immediate work
setting. In addition, the seminar participants proposed an additional
measure describing the supervisory structure utilized in the supported
employment model which includes distinctions between mobile versus sta-—
tionary and individual versus group structures. Each type of super-
visory model has different implications for degree of opportunity for
integration, such as increased opportunities in individual/stationary
structures for contact and interaction between disabled and nondisabled
workers. Thus a description of the structure would provide valuable

insights about the possibilities for worksite integration. This is
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Figure 14A

WORKSITE INTEGRATION

Core Consensus Data Items and Recommended Measures

Consensus Data Items

Recommended Core Measures

Type of supervisory structure:

—— mobile versus stationary
== dindividual versus group

o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e am e

Presence of nondisabled workers
(other than staff) in immediate
work setting during work day:

-— yes

e = e e e e e e e e e e e e am e e -

Number of supported workers in
group support structure (group
work station or work crew)

-

## and Z of supported workers
in each type of supervisory
structure

— - e o e e e e e e e e e e e e e

% of employed participants
who work in a setting with
nondisabled workers present

- e e e e e e e e e me e e e e o e

% of program participants in
group support structures of
eight or less supported
workers

Z of program participants in
group support structures of
six or less supported workers

% of program participants in
g£TCUp support structures of
four or less supported workers
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true, also, in the case of measuring the number of supported workers in
the group support structure —-- another core consensus measule, All of
those measures, however, were viewed by seminar participants &8 proxy
measures until future research efforts can address these measurement
issues further.

Another proxy measure was developed during the Consensus Semirar
and was included as a supplementary measure (see Figure 14B). Tracking
whether contacts are required between the supported worker and super—
visors, coworkers and customers was viewed as one way to begin to study
interactions, although this still dces not answer the question of how to
measure the extent and nature of those contacts.

Determining the proposed supplemental and core data items measuring
integration raised a number of other issues or constraints. The
questions were raised: Is integration a practice or an outcome? A
guideline or a measure? A part of quality of life within and outside of
the workplace? Although no conclusions were reached, the group was able
to determine that the current sets of proxy integration measures woula
be most appropriately collected at the project level, as they are not
meant to be measures of individual participant success or failure.
However, as client level measures of social interaction begin to emerge
as supported employment programs mature, further discussion is needed to
develop a common understanuing of the role of integration measures in

measuring program performance.
ONGOING SUPPORT

The provision of ongoing support is the "mainstay" of the supported
employment concept and that aspect which most distinguishes supported
employment from other employment outcomes. The primary objective of
ongoing support is to enable an individual with severe disabilities to
sustain employment &t a level that he or she would be otherwise unable
to achieve.

The most common concept of support is the pres .. a supported
employment program staff person to provide on-the- job training and

assistance. While concepts about the nature of these responsibilities

345
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Figure 143
WORKSITE INTEGRATION

Additional or Supplementary Data Items and Other Possible Measures

Additional or Supplementary

Data Items Other Possible Measures
e Z of disabled workers in work e {# and Z of supported workers
setting in work settings where less
than 10Z of the workers have
—— total # of workers in wori disabilities
setting
—=— total {# of workers with dis-
abilities in work setting e {# and Z of supported workers

in work settings where 11-50%
of the workers have disabili-
ties

e {# and Z of supported workers
in work settings where more
than 50% of the workers have
disabilities

e During the course of the work e % of supported workers
day, is the supported worker required to interact with:
required to interact with the
following: supervisors

coworkers
-- supervisors, customers
-- coworkers,
—-- customers?
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vary, wost models of supported employment include on-the-job support in
three major areas: training, supervision, and behavior management. 1In
addition to specific work-related support, the concept of supported
employment may also include support that is indirectly related to thLe
emprloyment objectives such as transportation assistance, "peer support,"
&nd services to employers. Other types of support indirectly related to
employment are those related to life activities outside of work such as
assistance with independent living and social skills development. There
is substantial difference of opinion about the role of supported employ-—-
ment programs in addressing needs outside of the workplace.

Diversity also exists in the intensity and duration of the support
provided to participants. While the basic premise of ongoing support is
that it is provided on a potentially permanent basis, some programs
operate models in distinct phases in which on-the~job training is faded
out over time and replaced with follow-along services that focus more on
independent living, social skills, and general problem solving than on
the work itself. In other programs, the structure of the job-related
support is ongoing by its very nature, as in group work station or
mobile crew models.

Although the concept of ongoing support is key to understanding how
supported employment differs from other forms of employment, discussions
about the implementation of performance measures related to ongoing
support have been inconclusive. It was suggested that measures of

ongoing support should be used as descriptive measures of different

supported employment models, rather than as normative measures, since it

is not the case that providing one level or type of support is better or
worse than another. The ideal is to provide the necessary support to
assist each participant to work as independently as possible, which will
be a “ifferent mix for each participant and may vary for a given parti-
cipant over time.

As described in Figure 15A, three data items were identified as
core measures for the domain of ongoing support. These include:

e a description of the types of support which the project

generally provides to its participants (e.g., assistance

in transportation to and from work or self-care, training

J7
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Figure 15A
ONGOING SUPPORT

Core Consensus Data Items and Recommended Measures

Consensus Data Items Recommended Core Measures
e Type of support provided: e type of support provided by
project during reporting
—— transportati:n period
-— self care
-— Jjob skills

—-— social interaction/behavior
—— community living skills
== other

® Whether support is provided:

—-— at the work place
—— ouiside the work place

-= both
e Type of support structure: e i and Z of participants in
different types of support
—— individuzl sefring structures
—— group work station
-— mobile crew e approximate prcoport:ion of
—== small business run by supported employment par-—
or for employees with ticipants receiving each
disabilities type of support during
—-- other reporting period
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in job skills, social interaction/behavior, or community
living skills, or other support);

e whether the project generally provides support at the
work place, outside the work place, or both; and

e¢ a description of the general framework withim which
support is provided by the project (i.e., in an
individual placement setting, in a group work station, in
%z mobile work crew, or in a small business run by or for

employees with disabilities).

These data items can be used to develop project-level measures that
describe the features of particular supported employment projects.
Discussions with representatives of a variety of projects revealed that
not all projects document variations in the types or amounts of support
received by individual participants for use in a client-level measure.
However, it would be useful in describing each supported employment
project to know the approximate proportion of participants who received
each type of support during a given reporting period, in addition to
knowing whether the project has the ability to provide support of each
kind.

Figure 15B describes several additional data items and measures
that cowld be used to describe the delivery of ongoing support in more
davail. . ese data items may be perceived as relevant to sam: supported
employment models and not others, and may be available at n2e projects
and not others. The data items include:

e what funding source(s) are used to provide ongoing

support;

e what organizations or individuals actually provide
ongoing support (e.g., supported employment steff versus
employers or coworkers, versus another local service
agency) ;

¢ how many hours of support are provided each month, in
total, and by type of support; and

e what the monthly cost of providing ongoing support is, in

total and by type of support.

3.
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Figure 15B

ONGOING SUPPORT

Additional or Supplementary Data Items and Other Possible Measures

Additional or Supplementzry
Data Items Other Possible Measures

e Funding source(s) for publicly- e TFunding sources utilized
funded ongoing support (i.e.,
agency and budget line)

o Provider(s) of publicly-funded e Providers utilized
ongoing support (i.e., supported
employment staff versus compensa-
ticn to employer, coworker, or
local service agency)

e Total monthly hours of support ® Mean hours of ongoing
per participant support per participant
during reporting period

e Total monthly hours of support -— by type of support
across all participants for each ~— 1in total
type of support

e Total monthly costs of support
per participant

e Total monthly costs of support e Mean and distribution of
across all participants for each ratio of cost of ongoing
type of support support to r irnings gener-—

ated per participant during

reporting period

e Total earnings by supported
employment participants
during the reporting period

*See Data Items under Employment Outcomes

-t
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These data items can be used to compute descriptive statistics
including the mean hours and dollars of ongoing support provided each
month per participant. By using data on mean morthly earnings
(described under Employment Measures) an additional summary measure can

be computed of the mean monthly cost of providing ongoing support

the reporting period.

In summary, while the Jdescriptions of ongoing support are not
intended, by themselves, to provide an assessment of program success,
they are critical for understanding variations in the service strategies
and resulting costs of different models of supported employment. The
institutional linkages and funding flows by which continuity of
services/ongoing support is maintained over time is another key
implementation issue with wide variation. A careful study of this
aspect of supported employment may yield ideas about "best practices"

that will prove valuable in replication efforts.

QUALITY OF LIFE

Improved quality of life for individuals with severe disabilities
has consistently been raised as a desired outcome of supported employ-
ment. How improved quality of life is defined and measured varies from
person to person, but in general the concept is viewed as increasing
those activities which bring pleasure and self-worth to the severely
disabled individual over his/her lifetime. The activity of work by its
very nature has intrinsic values which can bring a sense o: satisfaction
and fulfillment, and can increase access to and priv.ieges Irom society
which are most commonly associated with work (i.e., making friends,
sharing resources, and expanding social skills and environments).

Parallel to the personal intrinsic gains obtained by an individual
with severe disabilities when he/she has the opportunity to work are the
positive changes th:.t can occur for the family or primary caregiver of
the employee in supported employment. Reduced family stress, and

freeing up time for family merbers are additional quality of life out-
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comes. Quality of life can also improve as a result of the expanded
activities an individual can oarticipate in or the additional items
he/she can obtain because of his/her increased purchasing power and/or
greater access to choices. In addition, improved quality of life can
result irom a combination of more seli-confidence, self-direction and
increased exposure to a greater array of options in the world.

It is only reasonable that quality of life issues focus on the
individual and how the individual makes choices to obtain greater satis-
frction. Yet, in the area of esupported employment, the project and the
overall system provide the structure which determines whether the
individual with severe disabilities understands choice, has had practice
making choices, and knows how to choose for the purpose of satisfying
his/her needs. The concept of individual choices is considered to be an
important aspect of quality of life.

Through discussions with respendents and reviews of the current
available literature on measure development, the BPA study team identi-
fied the fecllowing aspects of quality of life as areas for potential
measurement:

e type of living arrengement at program entry and over

time;

e use of mainstream transportation at program entry and
over time;

e degree of community integration and participation;

e changes im Quality of Life Indicators, e.g., health
status, self-direction and opportunity for choice,
aftitudes of family, participants and/cr caregivers,
self-esteem, skills levels, etc.; and
:xpendable income of particinrants, i1- rTograr entry and

time.

During the National Consensus Seminar participants indicated that
the above areas did not adequately define the concept of quality,
suggesting that these aspects actually described "lifestyle
characteristics" rather than "quality of life." Some participants

raised the issue that using the term "quality" implied a value judgment,
y P Judg
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whereas looking at changes in characteristics over time would not
involve defining the standards for quality. Participant self-report was
suggested as a way to capture this information without arbitrary values
being placed on changes by non-participants. No specific data items,
however, received group approval for inclusion in the core data set,
although the domain itself was considered important to continue to
pursue through research and special studies.

Several constraints emerge when considering the "how-to's" of
measuring quality of life. At this point in time, &a refined and
reliable quality of life questionnaire and response index, which could
be used across supported employment participants, family members and
caregivers, does not exist. This kind of instrument would enable base-
iine client-level data to be collected at program entry and then
compared over time with results from administering the same
questionnaire at regular intervals. Some work is currently being done
in this area, and there appears to be growing interest in further
research efforts. There is a concern, however, that a standardized
questionnaire may not be feasible, given differences in local
communities and services. Limitations in what are considered
"acceptable” evaluation methods, i.e., use of participant observation
techniques or self report, may also curtail the development and use of
innovative creative approaches to quality of life measurement, to the
extent that policy makers and funding agencies may not consider them to
be valid. For non-verbal participants, however, using alternative forms
of self-report may be the most effective method.

The measurement of quality of life changes also invclves the issue

of whether defining or standarc .z . t=.- a¢o w3 <hoice and autonomy,

puvb~ - Or even desirabie. W most seminar participants agreed
hat these concepts were integral parts of quality of life, the question
of definition and ultimately, of feasibility of measureuwent arose. When
considering choice, there appear to be three major dimensions: (1) the

cpportunity for choice, i.e., whether an individual is living, working

and playing in an environment where the possibility of self-direction

exists; (2)the extent of choice, i.e., how much possibility for
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decision-making exists; and (3) the kind of choice, i.e., the range of
areas available within which to make decieions.

While no consensus was reached on core measurers, &8s shown
Figure 16, several measure ;ere ii. uded as supplemental proxies for
changes in * .y+e charectersitics." These include type of living
arrangement, use of mainstream transportation, and a self-report measure
of degree of independence in lIiving situation. It was noted that
measuring type of living arrangement should include lateral movement
within the category as potentially more or less independent than the
participant'’s previous situation. Measuring use 0f mainstream transpor—
tation would also be a supplementary measure used at project discretion,
given that transportation and community mobility is locality specific.
The self-report measure was added during the sewinar to allow for
participant definition of independence.

Assessing quality of life changes for persons with disabilities
remains a critical issue for development and refinement of current
measures. The intent of supported employment is to positively influence
quality of life through meaningSul paid work in integrated settings.
Whether or not it ever becomes the responsibility of programs to track
these influences remains to be seen, but as an avenue for encouraging
the active self-assessment of the impact of supported employment on
participants' lives, quality of life measurement represents an es::

part of evaluation efforts.
TAT: LIANG ¢ aRACTERISTICS

The target population for supported employment programs is that
group of individuals traditionally excluded from vocational
rehabilitation services due to the severity of their disabilities.
Supported employment is designed as an alternative to day activity And
habilitation prog. ams. Most proponents of supported employment
subscribe to the conzept of the "zero reject model", which suggests that
no individuals would be turned away from supported employment prc¢ -~ms
solely on the basis of limited abilities. This does not imply "total

inclusion" or that all individuals must work. However, the Yzero

144



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

90

Figure 16

QUALITY OF LIFE
(Lifestyle Characteristics)
Supplementary Data Items and Other Possible Measures

Supplementary
Data Items

Other Possible Measures

Type of living arrangement at e { and % of participants in
program entry and over time, each type of living arrange-
for example: ment at the end of each
reporting period
~- with parents or relatives
—-=~ in group hcme or residential
facility e { and Z of participants
-— 1in semi-independent living changing to more independent
situation settings durin ing
~- 1in state hospital periodg(self—rgpgsg)ortlnD
—— other
e Self-report of degree of e { and % of participants re-
independence within living porting increased indepen-
setting dence within living situation
o Use of mainstream transporta- e { and Z utilizing mainstream
tion at program entry and transportation with assistance
over time:
—=— does not utilize mainstream e {# and Z utilizing mainstream
transportation transportation independently
—— utilizes mainstream trans-—
portation with assistance/
Prompts e { and Z of participants
—— utilizes mainstream trans-— increasing use of mainstream
portation independently transportation during
reporting period
1 IJ' ")
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reject" concept does imply that individuale will not be denied the
opportunity to do prod-ctive work just because their capacity for work
is less than the stendards set for individuals without disabilities.

Because of the interest in using supported employment to reach out
to individuals excluded from work opportunities in the past, and because
the supported employment apprcach may be appropriate for a wide range of
individuals with physical, mental, or emotional disabilities, it will be
important for programs to collect data which capture the range of
participant characteristics. Three major questions arise when assessing
the performance of supported employment programs:

(1) Who is being served:

(2) Who is being successfully served?

(3) Bow do outcomes and service approaches vary for

different types of participants?

In the past, the client characteristics recorded on supported
2mploymernt intake/assessment records at the projecc level have usually
included variables that are viewed as relevant by program operators in
the development of a service plen to meet each individual'’s needs, as
well as data that are reacdily available at the time a participant enters
the program. Given the potential interest in using participant data
(1) as an indication of whether appropriate individuals are being
served, and (2)as an interpretive tool in assessing and comparing
reported project out comes, a broader range of participant descriptors
needs to be developed. The candidate measures can be divided into
several categories:

e demographic data that are easy to measure and record

(e.g., age, sex, ethnicity);

e descriptors of the participant's disabling condition and
functioning levels (which are less easy to measure and
categorize);

e the individual's situation immediately prior to entering
the supported employment project; and

e previous work history and previous service history.

190
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Participant Demographics

Supported employment programs are all currently collecting the
basic demographic information on participants served. An issue which
needs additional discussion in efforts to further a coneistent reporting
system is "who is considered a participant in supported employment" --
all individuals referred to the system, all individuals for whecm an
assessment is completed, all individuals who enter a training phase of
services, or all individuals who are currently being compensated for
work under the program? While variations in program models may make it
impossible to arrive at complete standardization on this issue, more

discussions are necessary to promote the greatest possible consistency.

Descriptions of Disabling Condition and Functioning Level

There are two distinct reasons for collecting data in this

category. One reason is descriptive: to capture the variations in

types of disabilities and functioning levels exhibited by project par-
ticipants across projects and across states. Another reason is

evaluative: to assess the "severity"™ or potential difficulty of the

participants selected for services, both to monitor whether the group

selected for services matches the stated program goals, and to assess
the level of project outcomes, taking into account the characteristics
of the clients served. For the second purpose, it may be useful to
construct a "client difficulty index"™ based on the answers to the indi-
vidual data items listed here. However, until projects finalize the
types of disability categories and groupings they anticipate including
in their participant population, it may be premature to suggest how to
construct such a measure. In addition to referring to the variables
describing disabling condition and functioning level, a client diffi-
culty index would probably also be based on some of the variables in the

last category —- previous work and service history.

Situation at Program Entry

The three variables that the study team clustered into this cate-
gory included (1) current living arrangements, (2) public assistance

status at enrolluent, and (3) service setting immediately prior to entry

YW
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into the supported employment pr., "m. These are each data items that
shoo 1 be relatively easy to lect, siunce they are based on partici-
pa..L.  raius at & given point i~ v.ime (i.e., projeat entry) rather than
recons. *1«nu of experience over a longer preprogiram period. The
e viptien of living arrangement and public assistance status &are
imporiant not only as descriptors to capture the range of variation in
participants across projects and states, but are also important baseline
measures for use in tracking individual changes brought about as a

resul:. of project participatiomn

Previous Work and Service YHisiory

The variables clustered in this category can be used in three
different ways: (1) to ident.fy participant characteristics that may
influence the level of outcomes a participant is likely to achieve
(i.e., ca~turing some aspects of client difficulty); (2) to record more
complete descriptions of an individual's preprogram experience that can
be compared to the came individual's experiences after entering
supported employment in order to construct change measures (e.g., change
in employmer~ intensity, change in earnings, and change in work
setting); and (3) to identify more completely what groups of people are
being reached by the supported employment demonstration (and what groups
are not being reached) in order to assess the extent of system trans-
formation that is occurring.

According to the individuals involved in the national consensus
process, those participant characteristics considered important for
inclusion in the core data ret (see Figure 17A) included measures from
each of the four categories of demographics, disability informtion,
situation at entry and prior setting. The core measures were generally
felt to be descriptive in nature rather than measures to which programs
should be held accountable, though consensus was not reached on this
issue.

There was much discussion about participant characteristics and
concern that they not be used inappropriately in conjunction with
outcome data to target the program towards certain types of individuals.

Historically, under a medical model, characteristics and especially
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Figure 174

PARTICIFANT CHARACTERISTICS

Core Consensus Data items and Recommended HMeasurecn

Consensus Data Items Recommended Core Measures
® Age (date of birth, with aggre- ® mean age
gate data reported in cate-
gories Under 18, 18-21, 22-30, e % by age categories
31-40, 41-64, 65+ older)
® Sex e % by sex
___________________ L e e f f m L e ettt e - -
® Primary disability (by major o { and ¥ of participants with
category) each primary disability type
e IQ e mean IQ level
® Public assistance status at time e { and Z of participants re-
of program entry ceiving public assistance
-- SSI by category
~-- SSDI, etc.
e Amount of cash grant (check state e mean monthly grant
of art for feasibility and defini-
tion of what to include)
® Service setting immediately prior e % of participants from
to program entry, such as: immediately prior service
~- special education - segregated settings by category
—-— special education - integrated
—- adult ed/community college o Z of participants from
~— sheltered workshop day activity programs
~— work activity center
~=- day activity center
-- institution
~- other SE program
-— no day program
~— employed
~- other
® i of participants ever in each e i and ¥ of participants
prior setting (if research shows ever in each prior
this has predictive value) service setting

1y




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

95

functional assessments have three uses, descriptive, prescriptive, and
predictive, with the predictive end considered to be of the "highest
good." The goal of this information for the supported employment
program, however, is not one of atcempting to predict success (because
the program is designed to succeed for those who would otherwise fail),
but rather one of providing arrropriate accommodations to individual
needs and providing opportunity for choice. Thusg, evaluation using
participant data would look at what works for differert individuals, not
whether it works. It can also be used to predict costs.

The following data items were considered core by some seminar
particpants and supplementary by others. These issues were not resolved
in the large group consensus process and are included as supplementary
items in Figure 17B:

® ethnicity;

e primary language;

e presence of disability by category (more than one may be

indicated);

e severity of disability (other than mental retardation),

with the suggestion of developing a summary score oOrT
index for severity of disability across all types of
disabilities;

e living situation (at time of program entry); and

® communication skills.
SYSTEMS CHANGE

According to those who are active in supported employment efforts,
project-level endeavors need to be accompanied by system-level
procedural and policy changes to enable program and individual level
outcomes to occur within a statewide framework of coordination, support,
and cooperation. The ability of existing systems to facilitate the
transition to supported employment from the current configuration of
vocational, pre-vocational, and day activity service programs will
depend on the ability to confront and redefine policies, procedures,

funding streams, and program structures. Without these changes on all

liv
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Figure 178 ”

PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

Additional or Supplementary Data Items and Otber Possible Measures

Additional or Supplementary X
Data Itecs Other Possible Measures

e Ethnicity o L by etninicity catepories
X -— White i
. -- Black !
-— Hispanic .
. -~ Asien ,
-- Native american |
=~ Other i

® Presence of disability by category e ¢ and X of participants with each disability ctype
(more than one category may be
indicated)

e Expressive communication skills e list and number by diagnosis
-~ unclear speech
-- clear speech
-—- vocalization only
-= uses aids or sign language

® Receptive communication skills | ® Z by category of expressive communication skills
—-- understands gestures }
-- understands words and phrases
-~ understands conversations

® Assessment of severity of mental e X by category of receptive communications gkills
retardation
-= profound
~-- severe
-~ moderate
-- mild
-~ not applicabie

® Asscesspent of severity of other types of| @ X by category of severity of mental retardation
disabilities (wmeasures to be developed)

e T by category of severity of other disability
?
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system levels, supported employment may flounder and fail to develop a
comprehensive resource allocation and coordination strategy.

There is some disagreement about whether system transformation is a
secondary outcome that results f:om effectively addressing participants'
supported employment needs, an interim set of procedural steps necessary
to accomplish suppor-ed employment outcomes at more than a token level,
or whether it is a primary objective in and of itself. Som:z prograam
administrators, operators, and state policy makers have indicated that
their primary concern is fo: participant outcomes, and that if these
outcomes are pursued, systems change will occur to the extent that it is
required. Others suggest that measurement of participant outcomes alone
is insufficient for assessing performance, noting that it may be
possible to achieve supported employment outcomes for a limited number
of individuals without bringing about the broader structural changes.
These changes in the service system would be needed to ensure the
availability of supported employment opportunities to the larger
population that could benefit from access to these opportunities.

If a performance measurement system is to include an assessment of
the extent to which system transformation has actuslly occurred, then
system change measures nsed to be developed and implemented. A review
of existing measurement systems reveals little in the way of existing
measures of system change currently in use, presumably because most of
the supported employment activity occurring to date has been in the form
of specific projects rather than as a system transformation activity.
However, a review of existing literature and programs has been helpful
in identifying the areas in which measurement is needed.

These measurement areas include (1) the extent of local systems
changes, such as changes in local case management and referral
mechanisms; (2) the influence of the supported employment initiative on
the state service delivery system, including achievement of ctate objec—
tives, and changes in service delivery mechanisms; (3) the volume of
supported employment outcomes; and (4) the funding flows or amcunts of
funding by source and the relations between the funding flow and the

participant flow into supported employment.
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Those systems change outcomes considered important to include in
the core data set included the more concrete measures such as the
proportion of individuals being served and the flow of funding by
different agencies. Tne systems change measures included are
constructed using data items from other clusters, as well as using an
additional data item asking for amount of supported employment funding
by source (see Figure 18A).

Rather than focusing on individual core data items for this domain,
the participants in the National Consensus Seminar chose emphasized
summary performance measures of systems change. It was noted that when
considering systems change, one must answer the question:

What are we trying to change? The suggested answers to this question

included:
(1) increasing opportunities for individuals with severe
disabilities;
(2) reducing the numbers of individuals in day activity programs;
and
(3) shifting funding patterns from traditional day programs into

supported employment.

Thus, the three measures in the core set provide the mechanisms for
assessing the extent to which these changes have occurred.

Measures of achievement of state objectives, shifts in local
service delivery systems and data items requiring information data from
outside of the supported employment system (e.g., number of participants
in day activity programs) were included in the supplementary set of
measures {(Figure 18B). These supplementary measures, then, include
measures and data items that are particular to states and 1local
communities, requiring development and collection at state and/or local
discretion. Constructing measures using data coliected from outside of
the supported employment system would require coordination between
different agencies for some states -— a measure of interagency
cooperation itself.

System change measures reflect the information that a state or

local system will choose to collect for monitoring its own transfor-

11;



Figure 18A
SYSTEMS CHANGE

Core Consensus Data Items and Recommended HMeasures

Consensus Data Items Recommended Core Measures

[The first two recommended core ® Volume of supported employ-
measures use data items from the ment outcomes over time
Employment Outcomes section, in

conjunction with data from out- e Proportion of eligible target
side of the supported employment population being served

system on number of total par-

ticipants in other programs and e Ratio of supported e.ployment
waiting lists] participants to total publicly-

funded day program participants
(including day activity, work
activity, and sheltered work-
shop programs)

—_— e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e emd e e e e e e e e e e e e v e o e e e

e Amount of funding for supported ® Amount and proportion of
employment programming by source funding for supported employ-

ment programming by different

funding sources over time

114




O

[E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—

100

Figure 18B

SYSTEMS CHANGE

Additionsal or Supplementary Data Items and Other Possible Measures

t Additional or Supplementary Data ltems .

Other Possible Measures

RIC

State objectives for systems change

Achievement of state objectives of
systems change

Changes in local service delivery
system, e.g.,

referral structures
interagency cooperation
centralized coordination
responsibility

funding sources for ongoing
fupport

involvement of parents,
and caregivers

case management procedures

consumers,

Changes in state service delivery
mechanisms such as:

case management procedures

rate setting structures

ability to provide ongoing funding
referral mechanisms

documentation and monitoring
interagency coordination mechanisms

¢ of participants in supported employ-
ment (uses data from client character-
istics)

# of participants in day activity pro-
grams, work activity programs, and
sheltered workshop progams (uses data
from outside of the SE system)

Immediately prior setting (see partici-
pant characteristics data)

Amount of system funding for each
component of supported employment (e.g.,
ongoing support, administration, staff
training) by source

Evidence of state objectives of systems change in legis-

lation,
funding mechanisms,

regulation,
etc.

agency roles ancd relationships,

Evidence of change over time in each of the components
of the local service delivery systems

Evidence of change over time in each of the components of
the state service delivery system

Ratio of supported employment participants to partici-
pants in each of the following programs (who have nct
achieved supported employment):

day activity

work activity

sheltered workshops

Changes in above ratios over time

Changes in proportion of participants from different
immediately prior settings over time

Prcrortion of funding for each component of supported
employment which is paid for by the different funding
sources over time
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mation. These data would likely be collected annually and would provide
both a statistical and descriptive record of what has occurred since the
program's inception. This in:iormation will become increasingly wvaluable
as the program's longevity increases. Not only will system change
measures document the system's commitment to and follow-through on long-
term plans for increasing opportunities for persons with severe
disabilities, these measures will also prove useful for looking across

states at a national picture of the program's accomplishments.

SUPPORTED EMPLOYMENT COSTS

The implementation of any new program or service approach raises
questions about how much the program costs and how its costs compare to
those of other programs. This is especially a concern when, as in the
case of the supported employment initiative, the goal is one of system
transformation, not merely one of starting new programs. Thus,
observers not only want to know how much the program costs, and how
these costs compare to other programs, but also want to explore the
relationship between the costs and the outcomes achieved through the
prcgram.

Program costs are a critical data element in order to (1) compute
cost effectiveness measures for the delivery of supported employment
services; (2) track how the public investment in supported employment
programming is changing over time; and (3) assess how the public
and societal financial investment in supported employment compares to
the taxp ver financial benefits generated by the program.

Attention to the performance of supported employment on cost
measures implies a series of comparisons. One such comparison is
between suppcrted employment and other day programs, to address
questions such as the following:

e How do supported employment costs per participant comparc

to the costs of alternative day programs, such as day
activity centers, work activity centers, and sheltered

workshops?
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e How do the financial returns of supported employment (tax
revenues and reduced transfer payments Irom the
taxpayer's perspective, and increased disposable income
from the participant's perspective) compare to the
financial returns generated by public investment in
alternate day programs?

e Do the cost savings generated justify the public outlay

for these programs?

A second set of comparisons is among different supported employment
projects, and particularly across different models of service delivery
(e.g., across projects that utilize individualized job settings versus
mobile work crew models versus enclaves within industry) to answer
questions such as the following:

e¢ How do the costs of supported employment vary from

project to project?

@ Do cost-effectiveness or benefit-cost measurers vary

according to the model of supported employment that is

being used?

It is important t« note here the need for caution in conducting
comparisons such as these. Care will need to be taken to ensure that
program context is taken into account as well as the characteristics of
program participants. There are many variables that can influence costs
besides the operation of the programs themselves,

In negotiating consensus about the cost data items that should be
considered core or universal data elements, several constraints were
identified. First, not all supported employment projects monitor costs
in a way that would permit them to identify the actual costs associated
with serving a given individual. (Group-oriented models, for example,
are less likely than individual placement models to keep track of the
specific levels of support provided to individual participants). Thus,
the recommended core measures focus on collecting aggregate project data
on program costs and computing mean costs per participant, rather than

on recording costs for each participant. Second, & number of projects
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would find it difficult or impossible to distinguish the costs
associated with different program activities (e.g., ongoing support
versus supervision, since in many projects these activities are closely
intertwined or conceptually merged). Thus, the recommended core data
items ask only for total program expenditures.

Figure 19A summarizes the data items that are recommended for
universal deta collection, and the recommended performance measures that
are based on these dava items. The core data elements document
supported employment funding sources and expenditure levels for a given
reporting period (such as an annual period), and document any
restrictions on the services, participants or time frames imposed by the
funding sources. Public funding as well as privately—-generated revenue
are included.

The recommended performance measures based on these data items
summarize total project expenditures from public and other revenues, and
compute mean total annual cost per enrollee, mean annual public cost per
enrollee, and the mean public cost of supporting one participant in
supported employment for one month. A final recommended performance

measure utilizes aggregate statistics on mean mon*hly participant

earnings (described under Employment Measures) to compute the mean

public cost per dollar of participant earnings.

Figure 19B summarizes a series of supplementary cost analyses that
are needed to answer performance questions about the costs, benefits,
and relative cost effectivcness of supported employment compared to
other programs. Each of the items listed in Figure 19B really
represents an extended set of data elements and a series of
computations.

The first supplementary analysis involves comparing the total costs
and mean monthly costs computed for supported employment projects to
data o5n the costs associated with other day programs. For the purposes
of comparison with other programs, the full costs of supported
employment also includ. the cost of participation in other day services
as an adjunct to supported employment. In addit u to comparing total
program costs, it will also be important to do comparisons using

standardized units such as "cost per participant hour"™ and "cost per
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Figure 194

SUPPORTED EMPLOYMENT COSTS

Core Consensus Data Items and Recommended Measures

Core Consensus Duta Items Recommended Measures

Azount of Public Funding by Source

e Funding agency ® ¢ and type of public funding sources
e Total amount by funding source | ® Amount of public funds from each source
e Constraints by funding source ® Total public expenditures during reporting period
-—~ Funding constraints about time
frame(s) ® I of public funds from each source
-- Funding constraints about gervice

~- Funding constraints about eligible
or target populations

Amount of Other Funding by Source

e Nonpublic sources of funding e ¢ and type of other revenue gources
-~ Foundation grants
-- Community fundraising ® Amount of funds from each source
— User fees
-- Revenue generated by sale of ® Total expenditures of other-than-public funds during
srodults reporting period
e Totusl amount by funding source e Z of other revenues from each source

e Constraints by funding source

-- Funding constraints about time
frame(s)
-- Funding constraints about services

~- Funding constraints about eligible
or target populations

Total Program Costs

e Total public costs for supported ® Total expenditures (public and other)
employment during (annual) reporting
periods ® I of total expenditures that are public

® Mean total cost per enrollee
® Mean public cost per enrollee

R ® Mean public cost per person month of supported
employment

® Mean public cost per dollar of participant earnings

during reporting period
Total Public and Private Costs During
(Annual) Reporting Period

(For revenue producing projects and
projects with nonpublic sources of
support for total expenditures including
revenue generated by project or other
non—-public funds)

® Total enrollees served during reporting
period*

e Total individual person-months of
supported employment accumulated
during the reporting period*

e Total earnings by supported employment
participants during the reporting period

*See Data Items under Employment Qutcomes
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Figure 19B

SUPPORTED EMPLOYMENT COSTS

Additional or Supplementary Data Items and Other Possible Megsures

BEST COPY AVAILABLF

Additional or Supplemeuntary
Data ltems

1

Other Possible Measures

Relative Costs of Alternative, Adjunct or
Complementary Programs Utilized by Supported
cmployment Participants

® Total wonthly cost of other prograzs durirg
Teporting perics

e Total monthly
through other

cost per enrollee in paid work
programs

® Total monthly
through other

cost per participant dollar earned
programs

e Cost of participation in day services as an
adjuvnct to supported employment

Taxpayer Impacts: Computation of Taxpaver Benefit
Costs for Supported Employment Progracs

¢ Mean monthly transfer payments

® Mean monthly public cost of social services
(including cost of day programs)

® Mean value of tax revenues generated

Societal Impacts: Computation of Societal
Benefit-~Cost for Supported Employment Programs

® Mean value of participants' contribution to
the sociail product (estimated using earnings)

® Noneconomic benefits such as changes in
quality of life experienced by participants
and other family members

® Mean monthly total cost of social services
received by participants

Participant Impacts: Computation of Participant

Benefit Costs for Supported Employment

® Mean monihly earnings, net witheld taxes
© Mean reimbursed work expenses

® Mean monthly transfer payments

Employer Impacts: Costs and Benefits of Employing
Supported Versus—Non~Supported Workers

® Provision of training and supervision
e Job accommodation costs

® Productivity levels

® Absenteeisc

e Job turnover rates

® Wages paid

o Fringe benefits provided

S

Costs by Type of Project Activity

[ P

- ) or percentage of total budget
Y .cated to general administratiorn,

]EIQJ!:'each. job development, etc.

A )

® Ceneraticn of summary cost da:tai compariscon of cost
i measures (Lee recommended Leasures) petweer.

shel* =z
prograns

i work activity programs, day activity

® Gereration of summary cost data; comparison of
taxpayer costs and benefits between sur’ orted
employment and other programs controlling for
participant characteristics and other factors

e Generation of summary cost data; compariscon of
societal costs and benefits between supported
employrent and other programs controlling for
particifant characteristics and other factors

® Generation of summary cost data; comparison of
mean participant expendable income between
supported employment and other programs
controlling for participant characteristics
and other factors

® Generation
(benefits)
comparison
co-workers

of summary cost data; mean net costs
of emp.cyin, supported workers (in
to labor industry standards or

in similar jobs)

e Percentage of budget allocated to each type of
activity over time

supported employment and other day programs such a;?

i
!
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participant dollar earned." The generation of data on costs of other
programs would have to be undertaken at the state level or local system
level, since these data are not available to local supported employment
projects.

The second supplementary analysis involves comparing the financial
costs and benefits of supported employment from the perspective of the
taxpayer. To generate these measures, it will be necessary to ccllect
data on:

e supported employment program costs; and
e other changes in public costs resulting frow participa-
tion in supported employment, such as:
—— changes in transfer paymenits received by participants
~— changes in participant utilization of othexr publicly-
funded community services
-— savings from increased tax revenues paid by

participants.

It is likely that collection of these data, even for a limited research
sample, will be teyond the capacity of most supported employment
projects, unless special research funding and research staff are made
available. In order to compare the taxpayer benefits and costs from
supported employment to the other day programs, similar data on costs
and benefits would Lave to be generated for these other programs as
well.

The third supplementary analysis, involves comparing the costs and
benefits of supported employment fromthe perspeciive of society as a
whole. To generate these measures it will be necessary to collect data
on:

¢ total costs of supported employment and other social

services to participants including non—-governmental costs;
and

e the value of participants' production or contribution to

the productivity of society as a whole -- i.e. net

contribution to the social product,
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This analysis also provides the specific vehicle for addressing the non-
economic benefits of the program such as increased community integration
and participation and improved quality of life for participants and
their families.

The fourth supplementary analysis involves comparing the financial
costse and benefits of supported employment from the perspective of the
program participant. In computing these measures, it will be necessary
to collect data on:

® unreimbursed participant expenses associated with par-

ticipating in supported employment;

© increases in participant take—home earnings;

e changes in earnings of other household and family members

iue to reduced need for participant care;

o changes in transfer payments or other financial support

received by participants; and

¢ estimated value of any changes 1in life quality

experienced by parcvicipants.

Like the previous texpayer benefit/cost measures, the collection of data
for the participant benefit/cost measures is likely to be beyond the
capacity of individuel supported employment projects, even for a limited
study sample, except as part of a specielly-funded research effort.

The fifth supplementary analysis listed on Figure 21B is the
collection of data on the benefits and costs to employers hiring
supported employees. Once again, a variety of data would have to be
collected for a eample of participating employers, including:

® e&edditional training and supervision costs;

e other job accommodation costs;

® costs or cost savings from supported worker prcductivity

compared to other workers;

®¢ costs or cost savings from supported worker absentee-

ism/job turnover rates compared to other workers; and

e costs or cost savings from supported worker wages and

fringe benefit-costs compared to other workers.
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These data are not likely to be part of the ongoing data collection
efforts of a supported employment project. A special research study at
the state or federal level could be used to generate data on these
measures.

The final supplementary analysis which may be of particular
interest to some projects or some project models is an analysis of how
total project costs are sllocated to various activities, such as general
administration, outreach, job development, direct participant super-—
vision and/or training, and indirect case management services. The
measures based on these data would be used to compere the percentage of
the project budget allocated to different activities, as well as shifts
in these percentages from one reporting period to another, or from one

project to another.
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V. DEVELOPING A DATA COLLECTION STRATEGY AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

CONSISTENCY VERSUS VARIATION

By suggestinyg comuwoer. data elements and measures that may be used
across different supported employment projects and/or states, the set of
core consensus measures represents an attempt to define common
approaches to measurement rather than mandatory or standardized informa-
tion systems. Variation or flexibility in data collection practices
across projects and across states will be expected due to: 1)
variations in project models, 2) how long the projects have been in
existence, 3) particular local or state characteristics, and 4)the
priority given to different objectives. For example, on a local level,
the data collection and monitoring system for a new free-standing pro—-
ject which uses group work stations in an urban industrial area with
accessible public transportation and a priority on serving individuals
from day activity centers may look somewhat different from an informa-
tion system for a project using an individual placement model based in

an existing service organization located in a rural area.

On a state level, data systems will also vary based on whether an
existing information system is expanded to include supported employment
variables or whether an entirely new system is developed. The
utilization of an existing system may provide a state with a broader
base of participants, but may be more limited in the types of data able
to be collected, and the timing of that collection. Definitional
problems may also arise when expanding an existing state system, given
any changes from historically accepted to current terminology. Other
states may choose to design and implement an entirely new data system
especially four supported employment programs. While this may enable
those states to develop a unique system reflecting the timing,
definitions and participants involved particularly with supported
employment, a separate system may be limited by its specific supported
employment focus rather than on providing more global information about

the entire potential target population. Thus, a range of both local and
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state level data systems have and will continue to emerge along with the
development and refinement of supported employment programs.

However, there does appear to be keen interest in potential for
promoting consistency in data collection where possible, through the
defining and implementation of & set of broadly applicable measures such
as the ones presented in Chapter 1V, These may be useful to projects
for internal uses, including the refinement of service practices and the
self-monitoring of project development. Additional potential uses of
standardized data include accountability to funding agencies and "cross-
fertilization" through sharing of information between programs which are
collecting data using the same data elements. The suggested core data
set also represents a framework for state systems to consider in
designing monitoring systems for grantees, in order to include data on
outcomes the states want to encourage as well as to include measures
they want all projects to be held accountable for. On a national level,
these measures represent the building blocks for federally initiated
evaluation or research about supported employment, and provide a frame-
work for designing such an effort which addresses the necessity for
basic uniformity in definitions, data elements, and documentation
procedures.

Whether or not a large-scale federal overview of supported employ-
ment efforts ever occurs, this study's findings are an encouragement for
states and projects to determine the important questions to be asked
about the effectiveness of supported employment efforts and the best
ways to answer key performance questions. The core or minimum set of
measures described in this report ere measures that are intended to be
used flexibly by states, with respect to individual service providers.
Some states may only be able to look toward implementation for programs
receiving specific supported employment funding. Others will be able to
collect information from all programs offering supported employment
alternatives regardless of funding source. However states choose to
implement a system of program monitoring and evaluation, it will be
critical to carefully document: (1) the range of participants served;
(2) the accomplishments of the program; (3) the best practices; and

(4) systems changes with an eye toward generating a rich data base of
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common inr~ormetion on a cross—-project scale as well as the unique

aspects of particular programs.

OVERVIEW OF IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS

Who Collects the Data and Who Maintains a Client-level Data Base?

With the exception of systems change and costs measures, the core
and supplemental data items and measures described in the previous
chapter are generally steted in the form of client-level data elements.
However, state or national level core consensus measures could be con-
structed from project-level summary reporting measures, rather than
necessarily requiring the maintenance of a client-level data base at the
state or national level.

There are two basic alternatives for collecting client level data
—— either at the project level or at the state level. In either case,
it is the service provider maintaining the participant files who will
have ultimate responsibility for initially extracting and recording
these data. Thus, there are two basic options:

e The data from the individual client files are reproduced

and simply passed on to the state for aggregations; or
e Projects maintain the only set of participant-level
records due to concerns about:
—=— participant confidentiality,
—— familiarity with the information,
consistency of the data, and/or
—— choice of state to not collect or require reporting

of client-level data?

In this last instance, projects would prepare aggregate statistics for

submission to state-level monitors/evaluators.

Who Aggregates the Data and Generates Summary Reporting Measures?

Figure 20 illustrates options for collecting and reporting data
describing the project, state and national perspectives on supported

employment accomplishments. As mentioned previously, a client-level
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Figure 20

Data Collection and Reporting Options

Client-Level Measures

data on clients

Option At Project collects
data on clients

Option Bi  Project ccllects
data on ¢ ients

Option Ci  Project collects

Project enters , Project generates

client data into
project-level MIS

Project enters
client dats into
project-level MIS
for its own use

project-level
statistics

Project also pro-
vides state with
copy of the client-
level data base

Project provides
state with paper
records on each
client

State enters data
into a state-wide
client-level dats
base

Project Level Measures

Project collects
information on
project~level
geasures (e.g.,
costs)

System-Level Measures

Project provides
state with this
information

State or local system administrator

collects information on system-leyel

exployment)

measures (e.g., total volume of
participants participating in supported

Project reports
statistics to

e e s o 0 o 1 B e e e e e 6 e e 2 1 2 % G . e 1 P B P o o B P = e [ E——

State uses this
client-level data
base to generate
summary statistics
for project

e e B e A o 0|

State uses this
client-level data
base to penerate
summary statistics
for project

State receives and coordinates

system-level measures
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data base can be maintained at either the state or the project levels.
Which way this occurs and how often the dats are summarized depends upon
state and local project negotiations and intended uses of the data. It
may be more meaningful for the projects' internal use if the summary
statistics are prepared and reviewed by project staff before the data
are passed on to the state. If aggregation and preparation of summary
performance measures occurs at the state level, however, states can be
assured of consistency and quality control across projects and can also
somewhat relieve the burden of data management at the project level.
Again, who does what and at what level needs to be negotiated among the
involved actors. System level measures, as shown in Figure 20, will

need to be generated and analyzed at the state or federal level.

Timing Issues

The timing of data collection and reporting activities is another
important aspect to consider. It seems likely that most projects would
prepare quarterly reports of the collected information. The timing of
the preparation of data summaries would vary somewhat, depending on the
nature of existing information systems and whether client—-level or
project—-level data are being used. Thus, reporting measures may be
collected on an ongoing or monthly basis even though they are likely to
be reported only quarterly, or, in the case of cost and system change
measures, annually.

Some measures may be collected at program entry (for baseline data)
for each participant and again when changes occur in participant status.
Collection of data as changes occur would require an ability to manage
data collection in terms of client time. That is, the ability to trigger
a data collection activity at any time during the reporting period. In
some projects, rather than initiating data entries when changes occur,

information on current client status may be collected at the end of each

reporting period.

Who Analyzes the Data?

All involved actors in supported employment program efforts will be

interested in analyzing the data, or portions of the data, for different
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purposes, Beyond information for internal monitoring and external
accountability, projects will find the data useful for disseminating
state-of-the—art information to service providers across projects and
across different states through conferences, publications, and direct
sharing of experiences.

States will analyze information to:

e look at accountability issues;

e develop funding criteria;

e identify barriers and disincentives for employment;

e develop and refine policies; and

® design and fund training and technical assistance

activities.

On a periodic or voluntary basis, national or cross—state analyses
would provide information on variation and commonalities among projects
and states, as well as overall changes in the service delivery system.
Nationally, some combination of data from other sources, such as labor
market characteristics, would also be useful as a part of this national
effort. Finally, at all levels of aggregation, consumers, parents, and

caregivers will be looking toward this information to assist in informed
decision—making about services, increased options, and improved quality

of life feor participants.

PERSPECTIVES ON PRQJECT AND STATE ACCOUNTABILITY

During the initial stages of implementing a supported employment
data collection system, most projects will be in the start-up phases of
project implementation. Even the experienced projects will still be
adjusting to the new mechanics of defining performance deta items, and
collecting and summarizing data on project performance measures. Under
these circumstances, it is recommended that the initial outcome data
generated by a supported employment information system be used as
descriptive information about program experience, and as broad

indications of whether state projects and the national program initia-
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tive are moving in the desired directions, but not as measures of the
relative effectiveness of different projects or program models.

Ultimately, after the initial start-up phase of data collection is
completed, performance measures can become useful for assessing indi-—
vidual project accomplishments as well as national performance. The
potential assessment-related uses of the proposed data items and per-
formance measures include (1) ongoing self-assessment by projects them-—
selves; (2) ongoing monitoring of project performan-:e by an external
funding agency or administrative agency; and (3) summary measures of
system change and system effectiveness.

Performance assessment efforts for supported employment will be
most effective in furthering program objectives if all relevant actors
agree on which measures should be used to demonstrate program
accomplishments © 11 as on the relative priority among different
measures of perfor ..:e. If this level of consensus can be achieved and
maintained, then any performance assessment exercise will be viewed as a
way to further agreed-upon program goals.

Performance assessment becomes dangerous only when the performance
measures are viewed merely as an externally imposed monitoring tool that
can be used to reward or sanction projects based on how well they
perform. The danger in such a situation is that a supported employment
project might decide to "play it safe," i.e., enroll only participants
who they know will succeed in supported employment jobs. This would be
counter to the program goals since the whole concept of supported
employment is to take a chance on serving individuals who have al ready
been rejected as bad risks by all previous employment service providers.
If accepted as reflecting consensus about program objectives, it is
hoped that performance measures can have the opposite effect -— that of
encouraging projects to enroll individuals who have not previously had
the opportunity to work, and of disseminating information about how to

enable such individuals to succeed in supported employment,
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VI. USING THE PERFORMANCE MEASURES
TO ANALYZE PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

In this chapter, we briefly outline the ctypes of series of qualitative
and quantitative analyses that can be conducted using the core anc
supplementary performance measures described in the previous chapters.
Each of these analyses is likely to be conducted at various scales of
operation and levels of aggregation, depending on the variations in the
questions asked, the resources available for data collection and analy-
sis, and the organizational priorities of those funding the research
efforts. In this chapter, we describe two distinct uses of performance
measurement: (1) to conduct ongoing analyses to inform program
management decisions, and (2) to carry out research efforts to guide
policy and program development.

The basic building block required for most of these analyses will
be the collection and recording of basic client-level data by supported
employment projects around the country on (1) the participants, (2) the
services provided, and (3) the ou.comes experienced by supported employ-
ment clients. Additionally, project-level data on program costs and
service models will be critical to most analysis efforts. Thus, it is
our hope that the collection of a core set of client-level data on an
ongoing basis will come to be viewed as a part of the normal cost of
"doing business"™ as a supported employment service provider. However,
because collection does have clear costs associated with it, the data
designated as "core data" clearly have to be keep to a minimum.

The purposes of BPA's study have been two-fold: (1) to facilitate
discussion and encourage the development of consensus about the most
important core data items and performance measures which, it is hoped,
will come to be considered the bare minimum for data collection and
reporting for the National Supported Employment initiative as a whole
and for its constituent state and local projects, and (2) to establish a
conceptual framework for the collection and analysis of additional data
to address supplementary performance questions of interest to a wide
audience. Some of these additional or "supplementary" data elements may

be feasible and appropriate for data collection by some or most projects
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on an ongoing basis for &ll supported employment participants. Others
may be feasible or appropriate for date collection by some projects on a
periodic basis (e.g., one month out of every twelve) or for a random
sample of all participants (i.e., a special study sample). The
collection of still other data elements is clearly beyond the resources
and/or capacity of local projects, and would require special research
funding and/or special data collection efforts.

The remainder of this chapter presents a conceptnual overview of the
various analyses of supported employment data that would address ongoing
program management concerns and support policy and program development
efforts. Later chapters describe an effort to arrive at consensus about
research priorities for supported employment in the immediate future,
These research priorities consist of topics which require special study

efforts and about which a variety of audiences have expressed interest.

DATA ANALYSES TO INFORM PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DECISIONS

Figure 21 summarizes the different analyses that could be conducted
to inform program management decisions by suppor ed employment operators
and administrators. These management-related analyses of program
effectiveness have several features in common: (1) they are based on
directly observable measures of immediate program outcomes; (2) they are
based on data collected and reported by projects themselves on a regular
basis; (3) they compare the observed performance to a formal or informal
performance standard based on previous experience or some a priori
expectation or goal; and (4) they are intended to identify flaws or
weaknesses in performance in a timely fashion, in order to stimulate
creative thinking about program refinement or modificatiomn.

At the local project level, analysis of this type is oriented
towards "self-monitoring" and self-corrective actions. As described in
Figure 21, the first step in project self-monitoring is describing the
various features of the program including the services provided, the
cost of those services, the number and characteristics of the partici-
pants served, and the current service outcomes for each participant

served. During a second step, the observed data are compared to formal
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or informal expectations about what the project status should be, and
any discrepancies noted. Sometimes observed shifts in performance are
merely noted to see whether a new trend is beginning to emerge. At
other times, however, a performance measure observed by project managers
may suggest that a problem is arising that requires immediate corrective
action (e.g., if the number of job terminations initiated by clients
increases dramatically during & given reporting period, or if there is =
sharp reduction in the availability of health benefits to supported
employment participants).

The possible areas of project refinement in response to self-
monitoring are rar-reaching, ranging from a refinement of employer
recruitment practices or an expansion of follow-on services available
after placement, to a refinement of program goals or an enrichment of
staff training. In an extreme case, the findings from self-monitoring
efforts could cause a complete shift in choice of a service model (e.g.,
targeting a different type of industry for supported employment place-—
ments) .

When used by an administrator responsible for monitoring a number
of different supported employment projects, the analysis of performance
data takes on a more comparative and explanatory emphasis, Thus, a
state monitor, for example, would be interested not only in how the
experiences of different supported employment projects vary, but in the
extent to which participant characteristics, labor market contexts, and
service models account for variations in observed outcomes.

As shown in Figure 21, one result of an analysis of the effective-
ness of different supported employmen~ projects by a state monitor might
be to refine the state funding priorities for future funding periods.
Another outcome might be to develop criteria describing 'best practices"
or minimally acceptable performance levels to be used in monitoring
local projects. A third response might ve to develcp a technical assis—
tance curriculum for local projects to disseminate 'best practices."

The third level of data analysis shown on Figure 21 is analysis by
the administrator most closely responsible for the system transformation
and community change objectives of the supported employment initiative,

Initially, at least, it seems clear than the data analysis associated
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with monitoring systems transformation objectives will be descriptive in
nature. Shifts in service utilization patterns and resource expenditure
patterns will be compared to previous utilization patterns and to state
goals. Based on these comparisons, strategies for continued systems

change may be developed or refined.

DATA ANALYSIS TO SUPPORT POLICY AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Data analysis to support policy and program development efforts
have the following features in common: (1) they are attempts to go
beyond the immediately observable short-term program outcomes tO assess
longer-term net program effects in light of stated program objectives;
(2) they are likely to be conducted on a special project basis, rather
than as part of an ongoing reporting effort; (3) they are usually
referred to as research or evaluation efforts, rather than as reporting
or monitoring efforts; (4) they may or may not be able to utilize data
collected on an onjzoing basis by program operators; (5) the findings are
usually of interest to a larger audience of observers than just program
operators and administrators in assessing the success of previous
policies and determining whether to continue or amend the tested program
designs.

Although the distinction between program monitoring efforts and
program evaluation is not usually as clear as it has been presented
here, it is nevertheless useful to consider the distinct types of analy-
sis called for by the two efforts. The analyses that are part of a
research and evaluation-oriented assessment of gsupported employment are
needed to conclusively answer questions about whether the public invest-
ment in supported employment is causing measurable progress towards
fulfilling the objectives of the program, and what the relative balance
of program costs and program benefits is, from both the taxpayer and
participant perspectives. Research analyses are also intended to clari-
fy what program designs and practices are most effective in achieving
desired outcomes for what types of participante; that is, to identify
how to replicate successful outcomes in other gites (and perhaps also

how to avoid the unnecessary repetition of unsuccessful outcomes).
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Figure 22 summarizes several of the analytic tasks likely to be
included in research analyses of supported employment. These tasks have
been divided intc three phases:

Phase 1I: An Explanatory Anelysis of Immediate Supported Employ-

ment Outcomes;

Phase I1: Tracking and Analyzing Longer-Term Participant Outcomes

and Net Impacts; and

Phase I11: Comparing Net Program Benefits and Costs.

The first phase —— conducting an explanatory analysis of immediate

supported employment outcomes —— consists of many of the same activities

described under performance monitoring in the previous section. The
difference here is that the analyses are oriented towards developing
summary measures of effectiveness and cost-effectiveness for the
supported employment program as a whole, and 1a identifying the factors
that influence the observed outcomes, rather than towards assessing the
performance of any particular project.

In the second phase ~- tracking and analyzing the longer—term

outcomes and net impacts of supported employment —— the research

analyses begin to diverge farther from the performance monitoring
analyses. All supported employment projects will theoretically continue
to collect data on a participant so long as he or she is in supported
employment as part of the the core data recommended for regular
collection and monthly or quarterly reporting. However, regular
reporting measures are not well designed to track a given individual or
cohort of parcticipants after entry into the program. An important set
of research analyses will be to track participant status over time in
terms cof earnings levels, employment stability, employer satisfaction,
participant job satisfaction, and other quality of life indicators.

In addition to longer~term longitudinal studies of a given cohort
of supported employment participants, the research agenda for assessing
supported employment impacts also includes tracking the experiences of a
carefully selected contrcl or comparison group not participeting in
supported employment, in order to determine how supported employment

participants would have fared had they not entered supported employment.
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Figure 22
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The difference between the mean observed outcomes for the supported
employment participants and the comparison group constitutes the mean
"net" impact that can be attributed to supported employment,

Finally, additional research is needed on how to measure severa of
the supported employment program objectives that are not easily
quantifiable, such as increased social integration and improved quality
of life, While these objectives reference strongly held beliefs about
the benefits of supported employment for program participants, they have
not yet been successfully translated into validated measures for use on
an ongoing basis in or as part of special research studies.

The third phase of research analyses —- comparing net program costs

to ret benefits from both the taxpayer and the participant perspective

-- is a methodological tool for summarizing all the program impacts that
can be quantified in dollar terms and comparing the total balance sheet
of costs and benefits from the perspective of the taxpayer contributing
public funds to support an individual in supported employment, and from
the perspective of the program participant. The findings from benefit/
cost analysis can be variously expressed (1) as the ratio of the current
value of program costs (incurred now and to be incurred in the future)
to the current value of program benefits (experienced now and to be
incurred in the future), or (2) as the number of months or years until a
financial '"break-even" point is reached. What is important to keep in
mind in this brief sketch of benefit cost analysis is that the costs
included in benefit/cost analysis include not only the direct increased
costs of supported employment programming, but also any increases in
other public costs associated with supported employment participation
(e.g.» costs resulting from increased utilization of community support
services). Likewise, the benefits, from the taxpayer perspective,
include not only any reductions in the cost of day service programming
utilized, but also indirect benefits such as increased tax revenues paid
by the supported employment participant and reductions in the level of
public assistance support received.l Benefit/cost analysis is
controversial because of its emphasis on assigning a dollar value to
each desired outcomes. However, it does offer a way to provide

information about whether the supported employment program makes sense
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as a financial investment, from a purely economic point of view. A more
comprehensive approach to benefit/cor analysis would include analysis
of non—-economic benefits also.

The following chapters discuss the pricrities for the research
agenda for supported employment in more detail, and describe the need
for the collection of additional data to support these research efforts.
Two of the types of research analyses described above are most likely to
require data collection above and beyond the efforts undertaken by
indSvidual projects. The first is the analysis of data on outcomes
experienced by comparison or control group members (since these
individuals are, by definition, not included in a project's client-level
data base). The second type of analysis that would require additional
data collection is the analysis of net costs and benefits, since this
analysis requires drawing on so many additional data bases for data
(e.g., on tax revenues paid and on the cost of services provided by

other community agencies to supported employment participants.
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NOTES

1Of course, from the participant perspective, any reduction in
transfer income would be viewed as a cost, not a benefit.
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VII. IDENTIFYINC RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

OVERVIEW OF THE ROLE OF RESEARCH IN ASSESSING PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

Part II of this report has outlined a core set of consensus
measures that could be implemented in a standardized way acruss projects
and/o:r states to summarize major aspects of program pexfiormance.
Additional measures have also been presented that an individual project
or state might want to include in its ongoing data collection and
analysis for use in program management. These recommended core measures
and proposed supplementary measures have been developed with careful
attention to the feasibility and appropriateness of implementation on an
ongoing basis and are built upon the availability of existing measures
in the field. This is the first such effort to identify common
performance measures for supported employment programs and is occurring
at a time when nationwide efforts are still in their infancy. It is to
be expected, then, that there are gaps in the existing array of measures
where further research is needed. Similarly, there are areas of

performance measurement where ongoing collection and analysis of data

for the universe of participants would simply be too burdensome or where
a one-time research effort is more appropriate.

There are five major types of evaluation research to consider when
building a research agenda for assessing the performance of supported
employment programs and conducting analyses to support policy and
program development:

(1) development of new measures where none currently exist

or where the current state—-of-the-art is inadequate to
fully address a given measurement domain;

(2) collection and analysis of data for a representative

sample of participants over time and/or in conjunction
with a comparison group;

(3) collection and analysis of data from outside of the

supported employment program such as the amounts of

transfer payments received or taxes paid, parallel data
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collection for a comparison group, or information about
relevant environmental factors;

(4) observation of program performance by an outside
observer such as in the development of qualitative
studies or identification of "best practices"; and

(5) secondary analysis of existing data using complex
statistical analyses or mathematical modeling euch as
in the multivariate analysis of factors contributing to

success or in the development of benefit-cost models.

The following pages review each of the performance measurement
domains described earlier and identify research activities that, in
conjunction with the core and supplementary measures described in Part
II, provide the basis for a comprehensive evaluation of supported
employment efforts. The final chapter prioritizes a research agenda
with recommendations for those activities for which there is the most

apparent and immediate need.

IDENTIFYING RESEARCH ACTIVITIES FOR EACH OF T4E MEASUREMENT DOMAINS

As described in Part I, the process of developing proposed measures
to be considered during the consensus-~building process involved identi-
fying a wide range of program objectives and performance questions to be
addressed in assessing program performance. As described in Part II of
this report, many of these aspects of performance can be appropriately
addressed through ongoing performance monitoring. However, within each
of the eight identified measurement domains there are a number of
aspects of measuring program performance that have been identified as
being more appropriate as one-time or periodic research and evaluation

activities.

EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES
As described in Chapter IV, ongoing data collection and project-—
level reporting offer the potential for monitoring a range of employment

outcomes including measures of employment status, earnings, hours
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worked, and length of time employed. However, these data are not
sufficient to address the full range of performance questions about
employment outcomes identified through the consensus process. Thus, the
following areas of additional research have been identified as essential
to a comprehensive assessment of program performance:
@ changes in participant earnings and employment stability
over time;
e comparison of participant earnings with those of
traditional habilitation and day activity programs; and
e comparison of participant earnings and employment

stability with coworkers or employees in comparable jobs.

Changes Over Time

While the supplementary measures proposed in Figure 12B include
employment status and mean earnings at varicus points in time following
enrollment, they are summarized across the total program and do not
include a comparison of specific cohorts of participants at different
points in time. Thus, the proposed supplementary measures include the
percentage of participants employed and participant mean earnings du.ing
the fourth, eighth, and twelfth quarters following enrollment. Data
being collected on an ongoing basis for individual program participants
could be further analyzed to provide a more comprehensive picture of
changes in earnings and employment stability over time. We propose that
such analyses would be conducted for individuals in a selected sample of
participants and might include such measures as:

e mean weeks worked during second two quarters of program
participation as a percentage of weeks in the first two
quarters;

® mean weeks worked during the recond (or third) year as a
percentage of weeks worked in the first year;

e mean monthly earnings during second two quarters of
program participation as a percentage of earnings in the

first two quarters;
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e mean monthly earnings during the recond (or third) year
of program participation as a percentage of earnings in
the first year; and

@ liedh hours worked per week during fourth, eighth, or
twelfth quarter as a percentage of hours worked in the

second quarter after enrollment.

Assuming that the sample is representative of the participants in a
given program (if large) or across a state, it will be possible to use
these outcome measures in further analyses that explore factors asso-—
ciated with "success." That is, over time, as larger numbers of par-
ticipants reach their second and third year following enrollment and as
program models become more established, it may be possible to identify

specific approaches that contribute to long-term successful outcomes.

Comparison with Other Programs

The comparison of earnings of supported employment participants
with those of participants of other programs is considered by most
concerned individuals to be a key aspect of measuring performance. This
is especially true in light of systems change strategies that emphasize
shifting resources from existing habilitation and day activity programs
to supported employment.

This comparison will require collecting data from a comparison
group of traditional habilitation and day activity programs or from
summary statistics on the outcomes of these other programs and
analyzing these data in conjunction with a representative sample of
supported employment participants. It will be important to match
comparison groups in terms of participant characteristics or control for
participant characteristics when conducting the analyses. This kind of
analysis would probably be conducted as the supported employment program
matures. However, it is not the kind of analysis that would be needed
on an ongoing basis or that would need to be conducted for every project.

The following are examples of the kinds of measures to be included

in an analysis of this kind:
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[VS)
[VS)

e mean hourly wage during hours worked of supported
employment participants as a percentage of mean hourly
wage of participants in:

—— sheltered workshops,

-— work activity programs,

—-— other vocational programs targeting individuals with
severe disabilities, and

—— day activity programs,

who are not involved in supported employment;

¢ mean monthly earnings of supported employment
participants as a percentage of mean monthly earnings of
participants of :

—— sheltered workshops,

—- work activity programs,

—~ other vocational programs targeting individuals with
severe disabilities and

-— day activity programs,

who are not involved in supported employment.

Comparison with Coworkers

One of the central concepts of supported employment is the
"normalization principle," which simply maintains that individuals with
disabilities be given the opportunity for experiences that are equiva-
lent to those of the general population to the maximum extent possible.
Thus, when assessing outcomes such as duration of employment and
earnings levels, it is important to view them in the context in which
the individual participants are working.

This comparison is included here as & research issue rather than
being included in the ongoing measi.res in Chapter IV because it tequires
collecting additional data from outside the supported employment pro—
gram. It is anticipated that these data would be collected for &
selected comparison group and compared to a selected research sample of
supported employment participants. Measures used might include:

®¢ mean hourly supported employment wage as a percentage of

mean hourly wage for comparable jobs at entry;
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¢ mean monthly supported employment earnings as a
percentage of mean monthly earnings for comparable jobs
at entry; and

e length of time (number of months) in same supported
employment job as 8 percentage of number of months in

same job for comparable employees.

QUALITY OF EMPLOYMENT

Perhaps the most difficult aspects of performance to measure are
those that involve the concept of "quality". Much has been written
about the measurement of quality in human service programs. This body
of literature has struggled to identify the aspects of quality that are
highly valued in the field and to develop proxy measures that best
reflect the most difficult aspects to measure. Measures of the quality
of employment for supported employment participants are no exception.
While a number of proxy measures can be identified, the true dimensions
of quality are much more difficult to address. The core and sup-
plementary measures described in Chapter IV include a set of employment

characteristics that offer descriptive informatioan about employment

placements and the reasons why participants leave their jobs (Figures
13A and 13B). The descriptive information provided by these measures
can be interpreted as proxy measures of quality to the extent that some
value has been placed by a particular program on the types of work or
reasons for termination that are considered most desirable. However,
the measures themselves are truly value free and though they offer some
information about the nature of the employment situation, to effectively
address the important aspects of the quality of participants’' employ-
ment, further development of measures will be needed.

In 8 field that emphasized "normalization" it is perhaps not
surprising that the aspects of quality of employment considered by
respondents to be important to supported employment are the same as
those valued for anyone in the workforce. The following areas have been
identified as important to include in a research agenda for assessing

the quality of employment for supported employment participants:
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e goodness of fit or appropriatences of the match between
the job and participant's skills and interests;

e quality of the work environment;

e employment mobility (horizontal and vertical); and

e analysis of the relationship between the type and quality

of employment and other outcomes.

Job Match/Goodness of Fit

Job matching efforts as part of the initial placement process can
range from efforts to provide the employer with the most highly quali-
fied applicant through a simple matching to ensure that essentisl
skills are present, to efforts to ensure that jobs offer participants
the richest possible employment experience including stimulation, chal-
lenge and an opportunity to learn new skills. Existing job matchine
procedures focus on collecting information about skills, behaviors, and
job requirements. However, there ere other aspects of the match between
workers and jobs that could be further explored in order to develop
measures of the goodness of fit. These job match measures would be an
approach to assessing the quality of participants’ employment in addi-
tion to using them during the placement process. Some examples include:
e compatibility between how job performance is measured
(e.g.speed of production, attention to detail, ability to
do a wide variety of tasks) and participants' abilities;

® extent to which the nature of the work is compatible with
the interests of the participant; and

e compatibility of supervisor's management style with par-

ticipant's communication abilities and need for struc-
ture; and

e extent of participant's satisfaction with the job (as a

post—placement measure rather than one for use during the

matching process).
There may, of course, be many other measures that are important to

assessing the goodness of fit. As part of an evaluation effort, the

effectiveness of various job match measures as predictors of job success
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can be tested by comparing the scores for participants who retained a
job for a given period with those who terminated from their jobs (while
controlling for other factors). The "tility of job match measures for
ongoing performance assessment include testing whether the project or
state has achieved a reasonable match for a high proportion of its
participants. Another use of job match as a performance measure may be
to decide that the job mat hing process itself is = desirzble festure of
project operations, and then to assess whether a given project aas
adequate procedures for identifying the job requirements and other
relevant features of the employment placement and matching these to

participants' characteristics.

Quality of the Work Environment

Discussions with consumers highlighted the importance of
considering the work environment, as well as the nature of the work
itself, when assessing the quality of an employment situation. (In
fact, evidence suggests that from the consumer perspective, supervisor—
coworker relationships, extent of emphasis on speed, and nature of the
work environment may outweigh wages and hours as criteria for arsessing
the desirability of a given employment situation). However, before the
quality of the work environment is measured, resear h is needed to
determine the aspects of the work environment that are highly valued by
participants and that appear as determinants of job success. Work is
also needed in defining data items and performance measures thet can be
used to assess the quality of these aspects across varied work environ-
ments. Some of the areas identified, so far, as possible aspects of the
work environment for which measures might be identified or developed
include:

e the physical work environment - e.p., space, light, air;

e the quality of interactions with supervisor and coworkers

- e.g., communication, information sharing, attitudes of
supervisor and coworkers; and

e the appropriateness of job accommodations made.
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Employment Mobility

One of the aspects of employment quality that we value highly in
our society is the upward mobility potentisl of a job. This value may
seem to be somewhat misplaced in the context of esupported employment,
given that the target population is individuals whose potential for
competitive employment is limited by their disability and who are
expected to always need ongoing support in order to sustain employment.
However, the need for flexibility in employment options and the oppor-
tunities for horizontal as well as vertical mobility can be as important
for individuals with severe disabilities as for their nondisabled
coworkers. Perhaps one of the reasons that this issue has been raised
in the context of supported employmwent is because many consider it an
employment cption that attempts to improve the limited emplioyment op—
tions that have been available through more traditional habilitation
programs.

It is important to note that the issue of employment mobility and
the availability of a range of employment options and choices for
participants is not valued to the same extent by all operators ind
policy makers involved in supported employment. Some consider the major
goal to be obtaining employment options for participants. The concept
of offering @ range of options with oppcrtunities for advancement or
horizontal mobility seems far-fetched and a concern that would be better
addressed many years down the road when the first basic employment needs
are met. However, others have stressed the importance of assessing not
only the opportunities for mobility but the actual extent to which
participants move vertically or horizontally during their years of
employment. Further research is needed about the importance of mobility
to long—term program success and the ways in which it might reliably and

easily be measured.

Relationsghip of the Quality of Employment to Other Outcomes

The concept of "quality" implies a set of values about the nature
of the employment placement that theoretically should be closely linked
to the length and stability of that employment. That is, a well matched

"meaningful"™ job in a good environment is theoretically one in which the
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participant is likely to remain the longest. Quality of the employment
may relate to other outcomes also such as the impact of supported
employment on quality of life. The analysis of these relationships can
help guide program operators in identifying those aspects of employment
quality that appear to be most important to emphasize when identifying

potential jobs for their participants.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR WORKSITE INTEGRAT1ON

As described in Chapter IV, the issues of integration at the
worksite include both the extent to which disabled individusals work in
environments in which nondisabled coworkers are present and the nature
and extent of interaction between disabled workers and their coworkers.
Several measures of the degree to which nondisabled workers are present
were identified in Figures 14A and 14B. However, a number of research
topics have been identified that are important to assessing the extent
of integration or elimination of segregation in the workplace such as:

e exploration of definitional issues in measuring the pro—
portion of individuals in a given work setting who are
disabled;

e development of measures of the nature and extent of
interaction between supported employment participants and
their nonsupported coworkers; and

e analysis of the relationship between worksite integration

and other outcomes.

Proportion of Disabled Workers

The proxy measures of the extent of integration, included as core
consensus measures, are limited to measures of the type of cupervisory
structure, whether or not nondisabled workers are present, and the
numbers of supported workers in a group placement. Efforts to measure
the actual proportion of disabled workevws in a work setting were
considered supplementary partially because of concerns about the
difficulty of capturing this measure in all settings. In small
companies, clearly defined work settings, or for certain types of

supported employment models, the computation of a percentage of disabled
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workers is straightforward. 1In those particular projects this measure
could easily be collected on an ongoing basis. However, a large variety
of exceptions were noted where additionel work is needed to explore the
implications of different approaches to operationalizing measures of
proportion in areas such as:

== the individuals to be counted on the "disabled" side
of the ratio--only supported workers or all workers
with disabilities?

—— what constitutes a "work setting" - how large is it? a
single room within a larger building? the whole
building? only the area where workers interact with
each other?

—- how should mobile work groups be handled? how might
their varied and changing work environments be taken

into account?

Extent and Nature of Interaction

Respondents throughout the study have stressed the importance of
going beyond the perfunctory placement of severely disabled individuals
into environments where nondisabled people are present, emphasizing the
importance of meaningful contact between coworkers as an essential
indicator of integration. Some preliminary measures of intevaction have
been suggested, though much more work is needed to expand, test, and
refine them before any could be broadly implemented. Examples include:

e Z of supporzed workers intevracting with nondisabled co—

workers:

—= during work tasks;

== during breaks or travel to and from work;
—— not at all;

e Z of supported workers in each of the following situa-

tions:
-— exposed to nondisabled during the work day but with

limited interaction;
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—— has c..atinuing opportunity for interaction but work
task are largely independent of the need for coworker
interaction;

—— has significant number of daily experiences which
require cooperative interaction with nondisabled co-
workers;

-— has interactions with nondisabled coworkers to the
same degree that nondisabled workers do; and

—— develops relationships with nondisabled coworkers that

extend beyond the work setting.

In-depth discussion about the issues of measuring the degree of
integration at the worksite have raised a number of important concerns
that need to be taken into account in approaching this somewhat
sensitive and emotionally charged issue. For example:

e Many study respondents have cautioned against focusing

exclusively on integration at the worksite itself, and
have encouraged exploring the degree of integration into
the community at large also. (See Quality of Life
measures later in this chapter and in Chapter IV.) Other
actors feel that supported employment programs have more
of a secondary effect on comuunity integration for which
they should not be held directly accountable and thus
consider it inappropriate as an area to include in per-
formance mes&sures.

¢ One of the values held dear by many individuals involved

in supported employment efforts is that of maximizing
self-direction and choice for participants. Thus
researchers are cautioned against a priori assumptions
about the social behaviors that indicate "success". Some
participants may not choose to socially interact to the
same degree as others, and some participants may choose
not to develop "meaningful relationships"™ with nondis-—

abled coworkers. Integration is probably something that
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one allows to happen rather than something one causes to

occur.
e The degree to which a work environment provides oppor-
tunities of integration involves not only the mixing of
disabled and nondisabled workers and the extent to which
interaction is required or encouraged, but also a whole
set of attitudes and changes in perceptions about the
potential of individuals with severe disabilities as
productive members of society. Thus, measuring the atti-
tudes of the nondisabled supervisors and coworkers may be
an important aspect of assessing the extent to which
supported employment programs are successful at reducing

the segregation of disabled individuals in the work

force.

Relationship Between Worksite Integration and Other Outcomes

As mentioned previously, one of the important potential effects of
work site integration to be measured is its influence on community
integration. For many participants interaction with nondisabled
coworkers provides an opportunity to develop social and communication
skills that strengthen their ability to function in the community.
Conversely, for many participants success at work will be dependent on
participation and success in nonwork environments.

Degree of integration can be anticipeted to be related to other
outcomes also. Assuming that further research is able to yield valid
and reliable quantitative measures of the degree of integration, multi-
variate statistical techniques can be used to analyze the effect of work
site integration on outcomes such as job skills, job satisfaction and

employment stability.

ONGOING SUPPORT

The core and supplemental measures of ongoing support described in
Chapter IV provide basic information about the type and intensity of
support provided. These measures are fairly straightforward for ongoing

data collection and can be used to conduct further research into the

157



142

nature and effectiveness cf ongoing support. Four areas have been
identified for consideration when developing a research agenda:
e refinement of measures of intensity of support;
® further study of the nature and role of nonpublicly
funded support;
e analysis of the changes in intensity of support received
over time; and
e analysis of the effectiveness of different types and

levels of ongoing support.

Intensity of Support

Currently, supplemental measures of ongoing support have been
identified that estimate the average number of hours and costs of
support per participant for different types of support. Discussions
with researchers and practitioners suggest that these measures will be
essentially project—-level descriptors of the total amount of each type
of support provided by a project, averaged over all of the project's
participants. Further exploration of approaches to measuring intensity
of support for different types of program models may yield practical
sclutions to the difficulties of measuring support at the client level.
Another possible refinement to be explored would be for projects to
report individual amounts of support received by participants in
individual placements, and group averages for participants in group work
stations or work crews, with any aggregation of these data being done

separately for individual and group models.

Nonpublicly Funded Support

In the strictest sense of the term, supported employment implies

support that's publicly-funded. In fact, if this distinction were not

made, then the differences between supported employment and regular
competitive employment become more difficult to ascertain. However,
even within the context of supported employment programs providing
publicly-funded support, a variety of additional sources may also be
brought to bear on the full range of support needs of the participants.

Probably the most common sources of nonpublicly funded support that
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programs are likely to encounter include the employer and the
participant's family, charitable giving and perhaps even the purchase of
support by the participant.

Possible measures of nonpublicly funded support might include:

e types of nonpublicly funded support utilized;

® mean hours of nonpublicly funded support by source;

mean cost of nonpublicly funded suppert by source; and
® extent of nonpublicly funded support as a proportion of

total support provided.

These measures would be based on data collected for a selected research
sample. While ongoing data collection and analysis would not be
necessary, measurement at several points in time over the next five or
ten years would provide valuable insights into how the relative share of

costs shifts as the program matures.

Changes in Intensity of Support Over Time

While basic measures of intensity of support as described earlier

may be constructed as project level measures, an important aspect of

understanding the intensity of support provided involves exploring the
extent to which an individual's experience changes over time. Some
program models are specifically designed to "fade" or decrease the
amount of support provided over time., Others may tend to de~rease
support, given the decreased needs of some participants, while m&ain-
taining fairly constant levels for others. In still other cases, there
may be occasional increases and decreases over time as participants
learn new tasks, change jobs, and/»r face various life changes outside
of work that increase their need for on the job support. In any program
model there is likely to be some period in the very beginning of a
participants involvement with the program when support is particularly
intense.

Research into the ways support changes over time would be conducted
for a sample of individuals employed continuously over a specific
research period. Such a research activity might include measures such

as:
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e mnmean hours of support during the second (third, fourth,
@tc.,) quarter of program participation compared to the
first;

® mean cost (assuming that costs include other expenses
besides staff hours) of support during the second
(third, fourth, etc.,) quarter of program participation
compared to the first; and

e comparison of the above for different types of programs

and different types of participants,

Effectiveness of Different Types and Levels of Support

Once measures of intensity of support have been refined, and data
bave been collected over a long enough period, multivariate statistical
techniques can be used to analyze the effect of different types and
intensities of ongoing support on different outcomes while controlling
for variations in program, participant, and environmental characteris~

tics.

QUALITY OF LIFE

By far one of the most difficult domains to capture through
performance measures, and perhaps one of the most controversial issues
has be:n the effect of supported employment programs on participants'
quality of life. As mentioned in earlier chapters, some controversy
exists about the eppropriateness of holding programs accountable for
their effectiveness in improving quality of life. Others propose that
quality of life measures should simply be considered descriptive. Some
proponents of accountability insist that quality of life is a (or "the")
major goal of supported employment without which other outcomes are
essentially meaningless. Opponents, on the other hand, maintain that
the goal of supported employment is simply employment and that impacts
on the quality of life are secondary effects for which programs should
not be held accountable.

Another controversy about quality of life measurement exists in how
it should be measured. Some actors feel that participants' self-report

would be the most valid approach assuming that methods are found that
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are effective for individuals with severe communication and cognitive
impairments. Others recommend observational techniques or composite
measures of multiple indicators. Some simply feel that quality of life
is too difficult a concept to capture through standardized measures and
will always belong in the domain of research.

With all of the reservations and concerns that exist there is
general consensus that the impact of supported employment on quality of
life should be assessed. Since no measures have been identified to
date as core consensus items, a major priority for research efforts will
be to explore the feasibility of developing measures for standard
implementation. Suggested areas in which research should be conducted
include:

® degree of community integration and participation;

e changes in participants' expendable income; and

e changes in other quality of life indicators.

Community Integration and Participation

The issues of measuring community integration are similar in some
ways to measuring integration at the work site. The concept of
integration combines both presence of disabled and nondisabled
individuals in the same environment and social interactions between
them. Another aspect of community integration that shows promise for
inclusion in performance measures is the extent to which participants
access other community resources and activities. Research efforts in
the area c¢f community integration should focus on developing measures

that can be adopted as ongoing measures of program effectiveness.

Expendable Income

While the outcome measures dcscribed earlier include measures of
earnings, increased earnings do not necessarily mean an improvement in
financial situation. One indicator of the extent to which participation
in supported employment improves quality of life is the effect on
expendable income. Here the term "expendable income"™ is used to mean
money available for spending on improving one's quality of life, or

money left over after life's necessities have been paid for. It is

ib1
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important to note that expendable income may also decrease for a given
participant, especially if the receipt of work income affects his or
her eligibility for public income support.

The measurement of expendable income is particularly complex for
this population for a variety of reasons. Perhaps one of the greatest
causes of difticulty relates to participants' living situations. Many
participants may live with parents who still manage their income. Thus,
the effect on the participants' own personal income will be as reflec-
tive of parents' willingness to trust their cc.verely disabled offspring
with their own money and choices of how to spend it as with the actual
financial effect of supported employment on the family. Similarly,
because of the severity of disability of the target population, many
individuals may reside in board and care facilities or other iden—
tial programs that again, may have responsibility for manac g resi-
dents' money or may even have sliding scale fees that are a.fected by
the residents' income. Some participants may change living situations
either as a result of or in tandem with their participation in supported
employment. New housing situations may be more or less expensive than
previous one and may indicate an improved quality of life in and of
themselves independent of expendable income.

Research activities for assessing the effect of supported
employment on expendable income would probably be conducted periodically
for a selected research sgample rather than becoming part of the ongoing
performance monitoring process. This assessment might include measures
such as:

e mean increase or decrease in expendable income across

participants;

e differences in changes in expendable income for different

types of participants, different types of programs, Or
across different environmental characteristics; and

e benefits or disadvantages of increases or decreases in

expendable income.
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Quality of Life Indicators

A number of indicators in addition to those mentioned earlier have
been identified as potential measures of quality of life. Preliminary
efforts to develop data collection instruments and a summary score or
"index"™ are being pursued in several locations around the country.
Refirement and practical applications as standardized measures are still
several years away, however. Some researchers caution against assuming
transferrability of measures from one community setting to another,
where economic conditions, cultural differences and other factors may
greatiy affect the reliability of scores across locations. Examples of
indicators being considered for further development include:

® health status;

® attitudes towards others:

® self-esteem;

o skill levels;

® use of leisure time;

® social and friendship networks; and
® degree of self-direction.

SYSTEMS CHANGE
Chapter IV describes a variety of measures that can be collected by
states on an ongoing basis to monitor the extent of systems change.
There have been several additional systems change issues identified as
important to consider in developing a research agenda that would not be
a part of this ongoing monitoring system including:
e effects of supported employment on the attitudes and
hiring practices of employers;
® relationships between funding flows and the flow of par-
ticipants into and out of supported employment; and
® areas in which system change seems crucial to prograr

success,

Employer Attitudes and Hiring Practices

The supported employment concept challenges the most basic

attitudes about competition and success in the American workplace. It
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is based on the premise that all individuals should have the opportunity
to be productive and contribute to society to the best of their ability,
even if they are not the most qualified, fastest or most productive
individuals in the workplace. This concept challenges employers to
rethink how they view disabled workers, and reassess where disabled
workers may fit into the labor force, even those workers who will never
be independent of the need for assistance on the job. Thus, one
important indicator of the extent to which supported employment programs
are affecting the system as a whole is evidence that the labor market

itself is opening up to supported workers through changes in employer

attitudes and hiring practices.

Relationships Between Funding Flow and Participant Flow

One research issue that could be of great help to planners and
policy makers would be an analysis of the effect of different approaches
to funding supported employment programs on the flow of participants
into and out of supported employment., While overall goals and valued
outcomes of supported employment are often voiced about the intended
shifts in the service system from traditional habilitation and day
activity programs to supported employment or serving individuals
traditionally excluded from vocational programs, the individuals who are
in fact served may be greatly affected by the flow of funding into
supported employment and the perspectives and constraints of various
funding sources. Similarly, efforts to identify sources to fund
specific aspects of supported employment such as training versus ongoing

support may also affect participant flow patterns.

System Changes Essential to Success

Because supported employment represents such a major departure
from traditional rehabilitation, both service providers and policy-
makers have expressed the need for major changes in how the service
delivery system operates in order for these efforts to be successful.
One particular area suggested for further research is a study of the

need for centralized outreach and assessment mechanisms. This type of
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research would be conducted as a one-time activity using a case-study

approach.

PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS
A number of research priorities were identified in the area of
describing and analyzing the characteristics of individuals
participating in supported employment programs including:
e development of standardized definitions of severity of
disability;
e exploring the development of a case difficulty index as
an alternative or supplement to severity measures;
¢ analyzing the variations in outcomes and service
approaches for different types of participants; and
e assessing the relationship of enrollee characteristics to

project or program objectives.

Severity of Disability

Standardized IQ scores are proposed as measures of the level of
severity of mental retardation, although they need to be supplemented by
other functional assessments such as communication skills, Similar
standardized measures don't presently exist for other types of
disabilities. Given the focus of the program on serving individuals
with severe disabilities it was considered by most respondents to be an
important research priority to identify standardized measures of

severity.

Case Difficulty Index

Comparing the effectiveness of supported employment models and
approaches across different providers and states will be extremely
difficult without some way of taking into account the kinds of
individuals being served by the program. Certainly characteristics such
as severity of disability and immediately prior service setting will be
useful, but it has been suggested that a more comprehensive index of

case difficulty be explored that might include a variety of functional
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and basic skills as well as characteristics such as work history and

educational level.

Relationship Between Participant Cheracterstics and Outcomes

As described earlier, there is much concern in the field about the
use of data on participants for assessing program performance. This is
largely related to concerns that evaluations of performance across
different types of participants could be used to target the program-~-
towards specific types of individuals, While targeting seems
appropriate in the context of ensuring that individuals who receive
services really need them, the intent of the supported employment effort
would be undermined if the program were targeted towards individuals
most likely to succeed. For most social service programs, the analysis
of the charcteristics of program participants and the relationship
between those characteristics and program outcomes is appropriately used
to target the program towards individuals with a high likelihood of
success. However, since supported employment is intended as an alterna—
tive for individuals who have shown limited employment potential, this
kind of analysis is most appropriate for assessing whether certain kinds
of supported employment options and methods of support appear to bhe
effective for different kinds of individuals, and how participants can

be offered the widest possible range of opportunities.

Relationship of Enrollee Characteristics to Program Objectives

Not all supported employment programs or local projects have
developed clearly defined objectives regarding the types of individuals
to be targeted for supported employment services. However, global goals
exist as part of the very definition o! supported employment. Thus, one
component of a comprehensive evaluation effort would be to see to what
extent the population served through this service approach is consistent
with the program intent to serve individuals traditionally excluded from
vocational rehabilitation. 1In some cases, programs or states have more
specific objectives for populations to be targeted such as individuals
currently in day activity centers versus those transitioning out of

special education or specific disability groups such as the mentally

loy
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ill. In the cases where more specific target population objectives have
been formulated, 1 comparison of participant characteristics to

targeting objectiv.s becomes particularly important.

SUPPORTED EMPLOYMENT COSTS
The core and supplementary measures described in Chapter 1V include
a range of measures of program costs and benefits that address all of
the major cost questions that need to be addressed on an ongoing basisz.
However, there are a number of research activities that have been
identified for inclusion in the proposed research agenda including:
® analysis of the net fiscal impacts of supported employ-
ment,
e analysis of thke specific costs of supported employment at
the client level; and
e analysis of how taxpayer costs and benefits and partici-

pant financial benefits vary across project models;

Net Fiscal Impacts

The concept of net impacts is that of identifying the extent to
which changes that occur are attributable to the intervention, or the
extent to which outcomes exceed those that would have occurred in the
absence vf the program. The analysis of net fiscal impacts requires
the collection of data from outside of the supported employment systems
(e.g. transfer payments, social services utilized) own data base, and
from a comparison group of nonparticipants from outcide of the supported
employment program.

An analysis of net fiscal impacts from a taxpayer perspective would
involve collection of data for a research sample of both supported
employment participants and a comparison group on items such as:

e transfer payments (SSI, SSDI, other cash assistance, food
stamps, medical benefits) received during a baseline
period;

® transfer payments received during a study period after
the participants entered supported empl oyment;

® cost of social services utilized during a baseline period
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(day programs, residential programs);

® cost of social services utilized during a study period
after the participants entered supported employment
(including taxpayer cost of participation in supported
employment project);

® tax revenueé paid during a baseline pericd; and

e tax revenues pait during a study period after the

participants entered supported employment.

Analysis of net financial impacts on participants would include data
such as:
® uncompensated work expenses incurred during a baseline
period;
® uncompensated work expenses incurred during a study
period after the participants entered supported
employment;
® earnings, net of taxes withheld, during a baseline
period;
® earnings, net of taxes withheusd, during a study period
after the participants entered supported employment;
® transfer payments receiving during a baseline period; and

e transfer payments received during a study period.

Client Level Costs

Cost measures as described in Chapter IV are based on project-level
costs rather than costs for specific individuals. Collecting client-
level cost data is particularly problematic for program models where
staff time is shared across a number of individuals in a group setting
or where support and supervision are provided simultaneously by the same
individual. However, for a selected research sample, it would be
feasible to construct cost measures on an individual basis that would
allow for a finer level of detail in analyzing the costs associated with

different approaches and levels of support.
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Variations in Benefit/Cost Ratios Across Models

The analysis of variations across different types of supported
employment models would use existing data being collected for other
measures. Comparisons of society, taxpayer, and participant
benefit/cost measures across different program models would be conductecd
on a periodic or ad hoc basis once the program matures and benefit/cost
models have been refined. A comprehensive analysis would also include

noneconomic costs and benefits.

IDENTIFYING BEST PRACTICES

The research activities described above are each specific to a
particular domain of measurement. However, across the whole range of
supported employment performance questions there is an important cross-
cutting issue that must not be overlooked. As described in Chapter III,
there are many important evaluation questions about how
various practices, procedures, program models, and the relative priority
given to various program objectives can influence program outcomes.
The evaluation of practices and procedures contributing to success might
be conducted by an outside party and would include:

e gathering descriptive information about program implemen-

tation procedures and service processes;

e gathering informed opinion about the practices that seem

to be innovative and particularly effective;

¢ conducting a cross—site analysis of information collected

about practices and procedures in conjunction with
outcome data; and

® exploring the transferability and feasibility of prac-

tices in varied settings.
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VIII. PRIORITIZING THE RESEARCH AGENDA

The previous chapter outlines a broad and ambitious set of research
activities that have been identifijied during the course of this study as
important to a comprehensive assessment of the performance of supported
employment programs and the impact of the national supported employment
initiative. However, not all of these research activities are
appropriate for immediate implementation, nor are all necessarily of
equal importance. In order to develop a reasonable and practical
research agenda it is important to prioritize among these various topics
and activities., There are a number of questions to ask about these
research issues in order to prioritize them into a workable agenda
including:
¢ How important is the timeliness of the research? How
soon are the findings of the research needed?

© Has the program had sufficient experience to offer an
adequate data base for the research? Is the program
sufficiently mature for this research to be appropriate?

¢ To what extent will findings of the research be important

for improving program performance? Will the findings

affect social policy?

DEVELOPING MEASURES FOR ONGOING PERFORMANCE MONITORING

Using the above criteria, one concludes that the first priority for
further research will be development of measures in some of the areas
where adequate measures and standardized definitions do not currently
exist. Should the development of standardized measures in these areas
prove feasible, these measures can be included in the existing core and
supplemental data sets for ongoing collection. Activities to develop
and refine measures to be included in ongoing data collection are an
early priority so that important information if .t lost during these
initial years of program operation. Priority areas for development and

refinement of ongoing measures are as follows:
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© measures of participant characteristics including:
—— severity of disability, and
—— overall case difficulty;
e measures of the degree of integration including:
~~ refinement of measures of the proportion of disabl ..d
individuals in the work setting, and
-~ measures of the extent and nature of interaction
betwecen disabled and nondisabled coworkers; and
¢ refinement of measures of the intensity of support

provided.

The development of measures in these three areas are also recommended as
a first priority because of their importance to the other kinds of
research to be conducted. Assessing net impacts and benefit/cost can
not readily proceed until better descriptions of program participants
are developed. The vocational rehabilitation (VR) and developmental
services (DD) systems currently use quite different disability
categories and definitions of the severity of disability that are not
only incompatible with each other but aie also considered by most
respondents to be inadequate for this program. Similary, identifying
approaches to program improvement will be difficult without better
descriptions of the types and intensity of support provided and the
degree of integration offered through existing models.

Other areas for development and refinement of ongoing measures were
also identified. These are areas in which research might be of a long
term nature and while potentially equally important to the three areas
above, should perhaps be investigated concurrently with, rather than
prior to, identifying program improvements and assessing net impacts and
benefit cost. These include:

® measures of the quality of employment including:

—— the goodness of fit or appropriateness of the match

between the job and participant's skills and

interests, and

-~ quality of the work environment;
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e measures of quality of life including potentially
developing a composite index of a variety of quality of

life indicators if feasible; and

e measures of the costs and benefits of supported

employment.

IDENTIFYING APPROACHES TO PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT

The second major priority for the research agenda are those
activities that can produce readily usable results for improving program
operations. Once outcome measurement approaches have been refined,
three major types of research activities are needed to identify the
factors that contribute to program success:

e collection of data on environmental characteristics from

outside of the supported employment data system;

e multivariate statistical analysis of the relationships
between various program characteristics, environmental
factors, participant characteristics and outcomes; and

e collection and analysis of implementation processes and

service procedures to identify "best practices".

ASSESSING NET IMPACTS AND BENEFIT-COST

The third major priority for the research agenda is assessing net
impacts and summarizing relative benefits and costs of supported
employment. While this topic may not be any less important from a
policy point of view than the above two, it is less urgent in terms of
the timing of the research and the need for maturity of the program
before activities are undcrtaken. While the above research activities
would take place i an environment where a commitment to funding and
implemenvation is alre¢ady in place, this third priority is essential to
making poliny decisions about further investment in or expansion of

supported emp.oyment opportunities for individuals with severe

disabilities.
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NEXT STEPS TOWARD INITIATING RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

This study has helped lay the groundwork for the identification of
not only the relevant and priority research topics, but also of some of
the current "experts" in particular aspects of supported employment. It
will be important to continue this identification process in order to
build on the existing knowledge base through the exchange of theories
and practices. As communication linkages hopefully increase between and
across projects, states, research groups, and involved federal agencies,
it will be important to encourage further discussion of the relative
importance of research activities. ‘This information from the field at
large will be essential, as federsl policy makers consider what research
activities to encourage and support. Similarly research institutions
and state agencies themselves may wish to be guided by the issues raised
here as they develop their own research agendas.

Perhaps one of the most important lessons to be noted is the
importance of effectively utilizing information developed through the
experiences of programs and researchers in similar or related fields.
The BPA study included reviews of materials from special education,
school-to-work =:ransition, sheltered employment, and traditional
vocational rehabilitation programs. However, much more cross-
fertilization is needed in order to make the best use of knowledge from
these fields. As we look towards developing future research activities
it will be important to take a8dvantage of existing data bases, data
collection mechanisms, measurement approaches, and instruments to rhe
maximum extent possible. This implies the need for further dialogue
between key researchers and policy makers in the supported employment
field and experts in fields such as residential services and special

education.
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CONCLUSION

The contents of this volume are not intended to provide a single
fixed, final, or authoritative set of performance measures to be applied
to all supported employment programs. Rather, the intent has beern to
provide a consistent but flexitle approach to measuring performance for
supported employment. Within each project and/or state system a set of
data items and measures can evolve that meets the particular program
configuration, policy interest, and information system cepabilities
present. Thus these measures represent an approach that can be
customized to the needs of each state in such a way that they can be
translated and aggregated across states.

As stated elsewhere in this report, the development of performance
measures that can be used to assess program success and relative project
effectiveness and cost—effectiveness in furthering supported employment
objectives will be a gradual process. The first necessary phase in this
process will be the implementation and monitoring of comparable data
collection practices across a variety of projects and states, to ensure
data quality and to describe the range of program design included wunder
the rubric of supported employment. Only after the variations in
program models are well understood and the comparability and accuracy of
reported data have been ensured can the second phase of performance
measurerent begin.

During the second phase of performance measurement, administrators,
evaluators, and researchers will be able to begin using these data to
address issues of relative effectiveness and cost effectiveness uf
supported employment compared to other programs, and of different models
of supported employment compared to each other. It should be cautioned
that using performance measures to compare supported employment projects
to another will never be a simple activity., Comparisons across programs
must take into account variations in the characteristics and previous
experiences of the participants served by the programs, as well as
variations in the labor market contexts of the project sites. Perhaps

the most direct application of the performance measures will be for a



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

160

single project to use them in monitoring its own success in meeting
desired goals or improving on its past performance levels.

The most complex levels of performance assessment —— the net impact
and benefit/cost analyses described in the previous chapter — are not
likely to be pursued by a single project or even by a single state
acting independently. Strong and coordinated national leadership will
be necessary as a catalyst for progress in this area for two reasons.
First, the level of resources that will need to be devoted to these
analyses is substantial, and is likely to be committed only with
considerable federal assistance. Second, the types of questions
addressed by these analyses are likely to be federal policy issues.
These issues are (1) whether to continue to encourage the shift of day
program resources from day activity and work activity programs towards
supported employment, and (2) ultimately, whether to expand the

opportunities for supported employment by increasing the level of

resources devoted to this program.
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Name

Ruth Aledort
Kat.e Banzhaf

isrnie Baumann

Towm Bellamy

Elizabeth Boggs

Shawn Boles

Jeannine Boyer
Bruce Brown

Lou Brown

Cathy Chambliss

Michael Collins

Ron Conley

John Denine

Paul Dziedzic
Keith Foster

Mary Falvey

Karen Fiippo

John Flanders

Robert Gaylord-Ross

Affil.ation

Type of Respondent

Job Path, New York
Star Center, Connecticut

Transirtional Employment
Project, New Jersey

Specialized Training rrogram,
University of Oregon

Researcher and Consumer
Representative

Special ized Training Program,
University of Oregon

AHEDD, PA

Dept. of Rehabilitation, CA
Rehabilitation Psychology and
Special Education, University
of Wisconsin, Madison

Utah VR

Specialized Training Program,
University of Oregon

Aduministration on Develop-
mental Disabilities, DHHS

University of Washington,
Food Service Project

Washington VR (Blind Agency)
Dept. of Rehabilitation, CA

Dept. of Special Education,
L.A. State University, CA

Rehabilitation Administration,
University of San Francisco, CA

Minnesota VR

Dept. of Special Education,
San Francisco State University,

177

Project Level

Project Level

Project Leve.

System Level

System Level

Consul tant

Project Level

System Level

System Level

System Level

System Level

Project Level

System Level
System Level

System Level

Project Leve.

Systel Level

Project Level

CA



Name

Aftiliation

Deblie George
Geoffrey Goedecke
Jiw Gonzalves
Terry Hibpschman

Janet Hill

Mark Hill

David Johnson

Bob Jones

Bill Kiernan
Margaret Lamb

Frank Laski

Mark Litvin

Pat Malzsahn

David Mank
Ron Mannini

Sherril Moon

James Moss

Bruce Nilson

Jack Noble

ARC, San Diego, CA

People First, CA

East Bay Regional Center, C4
Kentucky VR

Department of Mental Health and

Mental Retardation, Virginia;
formerly VCU

Rehabilitation Research and
Training Center, Virginia
Commonwealth University
University Affiliated Programs
University of Minnesota,
Minneapolis

Rehabilitation Services Admin.
Washington, DC

Children's Hospital, Boston, MA
Dept. of Rehabilitation, CA
Researcher, NIHR Fellow

Department of Rehabilitation,
Colorado

ARC, San Francisco

Supported Employment Technical
Assistance, Univ. of Oregon

Vocational Training Enrichment
Davis, CA

Rehabilitation Research and
Training Center, Virginia

Commonwealth University

University of WA;
formerly RSA/Dept. of Ed.

AHEDD, PA

State University of New York
Buffalo, NY

17y

Type of Respondent

Project Level
Advisory Committee
System Level
System Level

System Level

Advisory Committe =

System Level

System Level

Project Level
System Level
System Level

System Level

Project Level

System Level

System Level

System Level

System Level

Project Level

System Level



Name Affiliation Type of Respondent

Candace O'Neill O'Neill and Associates, WA Advisory Committee

Mark Pfeffer Exceptional Children's Project Level
Foundation, Los Angeles, CA

Harvey Pressman Corporation for Opporturnity System level
Expansion, MA

Ian Pumpian Dept. of Special Education, Project Level
San Diego State University, CA and System Level

Betty Rabinkoff Arizona VR System Level

Grant Revell Dept. of Rehabilitative System Level

Services, Richmond, VA

Larry Rhodes Specialized Training Program, Project Level
University of Oregon

Bill Rosenberg Training Resource Group, System Level
Special Education Resource
Network, Hayward, CA

Richard Rosenberg Career Assessment and Place- Prcject Level
ment Center, Whittier, CA

Frank Rusca Dept. of Special Education, Systeun Level
University of Illinois

Irvin Rutman Matrix Research, Project Level
Philadelphia, PA

Wayne Sailor Dept. of Special Education, System Level
San Francisco State University, CA

Bob Schalock Dept. of Psychology, Hasting Consul tant
College, Nebraska

Jim Schmidt Foundation House, New York City Project Level

Richard Schutz Office of Career Development Consultant

for Special Programs,
University of Illinois

Steve Shestakovsky Bay State Skills Corp., Boston Project Level
and System Level

Joel Smith Morgan Memorial Goodwill Project Level
Boston, MA
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Name

Affiliation Type of Respondent

Michael Smuli

Dzle Thomas

Craig Thornton

Timm Vogelsberg

Barbara Wayne
Mille Weber

Paul Wehman

Claude Whitehead

John Wilberding

Tom Yowell

Steve Zivolich

University of Maryland Project Level
and System Level

Stout Research and Training, System Level
University of Wisconsin, Madiscn

Mathamatica Policy Research
Inc., New Jersey

. Advisory Committee

D :velopmental Disabilities Consultant
Program, Temple Univ., PA

Michigan VR System Level
East Bay Regional Center, CA System level
Rehabilitation Reserch and System Level

Training Center, Virginia
Commonwealth University

Administration System Level
Devel opmental Disabilities

Washington, DC

Goodwill Industries, Project Level
Milwaukee, WI

Washington Div. of Develop-

mental Disabilities System Level
Regional Center of Orange Project Level
County, CA and System Level
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NATIONAL SUPPORTED EMPLOYMENT CONSENSUS SEMINAR PARTICIPANTS

Ruth Aledort

Director of Dissemination
Job Path

22 West 38th Street

New York, NY 1001¢&

(212) 944-0564

P. David Banks

Rehabilitation Research and
Training Center

Virginia Commcnwealth University

1314 W. Main Street

Richmond, VA 23214

(804) 257-1851

Bracha Ben-Zui
National Insurance Institute
of Israel

Jay Buckley o

Employment Network - Technical
Assistance Project

135 Education Building

University of Oregon

Eugene, OR 97403

(503) 686-5311

Michael Collins, Ph.D.

405 Waterman Building

Special Education, Social Work
and Social Services

University of Vermont

Burlington, VT 05405

(802) 656-2936

Terry Cote

Department of Mental Retardation
State of Connecticut

90 Pitkin Street

East Hartford, CT 06108

(203) 725-3919

Sharon A. Davis, Ph.D.
Associaton for Retarded Citizens
2501 Avenue J

Arlington, TX 76006

(817) 640-0204

Paul Dziedzic

12936 - 79th Place, NE
Kirkland, WA 98033
(206) 721-4422

Theda Ellis

Division of Vocational Rehabilitation
Puch F, Mail Stop 0581

State Office Building

Juneau, AK 99811

(907) 465-2814

Ron Garcia

Las Cumbres Learning Services,
P.0O. Box 6%3

Los Aiamos, NM 87544

(505) 662-2812 or 662-4323

Inc.

Janet Hill

Department of Mental Health and
Mental Retardation

P.0O. Box 1797

Richmond, VA 23214

(804) 786-1746

Mark Hill, Ph.D.

Rehabilitation Research and
Training Center

Virginia Commoiwealth Jniversity

1314 W. Main Street

Richmond, VA 23214

(804) 257-1851

David R. Johnson, Ph.D.
University of Affiliated Programs
Room 6, Patte Hall

150 Pillsbury Drive, S.E.
University of Minnesota
Minneapolis, MN 55455

(612) 377-8383

John Johnsen

Fort Wright School
501 Farrell Drive
Covington, KY 41011
(606) 331-7742
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Susan Kidder

Division of Vocational Rehabilitation
131 W. Wilson Street, 7th Floor

P.O. Box 7852

Madison, WI 53702

(608) 266-1281

David Mank

Special ized Training Program
College of Education
Univesity of Oregon

Eugene, OR 97403

(503) 686-5311

Richard Melia

U.S. Department of Education

National Institute on
Handicapped Research

Office of Special Eductaion and
Rehabilitation Services

330 C Street, SW, Room 3419B

Washington, D.C. 20202

(202) 732-1195

James Moss

University of Washington
Employment Training Program
WJ10

Seattle, WA 98195

(206) 543-6387

Aaron J. Prero

205 Annex Building
6401 Security Blvd.
Bal timore, MD 21235
(301) 594-6594

Roseann Rafferty

Rehabilitation Services Administration
330 C Street, SW

Washington, DC 20202

(202) 732-1349

Grant Revell

Department of Rehabilitation Services
4901 Fitzhugh Avenue

Richmond, VA 23230

(804) 257-0289

Sallie Rhodes

National Association of Developmental
Disabilities Councils

1234 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.,

Washington, DC 20005

(202) 347-1234

Richard Robinson

University of San Francisco
Rehabilitation Administration
McLaren College of Business
Campion Hall, Room C4
Ignatian Heights

San Francisco, CA 94117-1980
(415) 666-6114 or 666-6333

Bob Schalock

Department of Psychology
Hastings College
Hastings, NE 68901
(402) 462~5107

Richard Schutz, Ph.D.

Office of Career Develcpment
for Special Programs

345 Education Building

University of Illinois

1310 South 6th Street

Chicago, IL 61820

(217) 333-2325

Patricia L. Sitlington

Special Education Division
Department of Public Instruction
Grimes State Office Building

Des Moines, IA 50319

(515) 281-3176

Michael Smull

Deputy Director

Developmental Disabilities Program
University of Maryland

School of Medicine

UMAB-630 Faye*te Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

(301) 528-2140

Craig Thornton

Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
P.O. Box 2393

Princeton, NJ 08543-2393

(609) 275-2371
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Timm Vogelsburg. Ph.D.
Deselopmental Disabilities
Temple University

Ritter Annex

13th Street and Columia Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19192

(215) 787-6567

Claude Whitehead

Administration on Devel opmental
Disabilities

Department of Health and Human Services

901 Sixth Street, SW, {#609A

Washington, DC 20024

(202) 488-8591

Steve Zivolich

Regional Center of Urange County
Central Tower

Union Bank Square

500 South Main Street

Orange, CA 92668

(714) 973-1999
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DESIGNING SUPPORTED EMPLOYMENT DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

Because Supported Employment Demonstration Projects constitute a
new priority in the Rehabilitation Services Administration's Program of
Special Projects and Demonstrations for Providing Vocational
Rehabilitation Services to Severely Handicapped Individuaels, this
additional information is provided to aseist applicants in design of
proposed projects. The information is descriptive, not regulatory.
Information in the regulations takes precedence if there is any apparent
conflijct.

The design of a supported employment demonstration project requires

four steps:

1. An analysis and description of the current system of

ongoing day and vocational services for persons with

severe disabijilities. This analysis should include

descriptions of the State's administration of the program
or programs, provide information on the characteristics
of local services, and show exactly how many service
recipienvs are currently engaged in supported employment.
Additional information on program philosophy, weaiting
lists, current program outcomes and so on, should be
included, as should a description of how services
targeted for the supported employment program differ from
other day and vocational serxrvices for persons with

disabilities in the State.

2. A description of the desired statewide system of support-—

ed supported employment. This requires a detailed

analysis of the system of services the State expects to
have in place at the end of the proposed project.
Information on anticipated State administration and
evaluation procedures, characteristics of local services,
relationships with the business community, and consumer

outcomes should be included.
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3. An_ analysis of the discrepancy between the current and

desired system of services. This analysis should include

a precise description of the critical features of service
content, delivery, management, and administration that

must be addressed to eliminate discrepancy.

4. Development of project objectives to remove the

identified discrepancy. These objectives and activities

should constitute a comprehensive, longitudinal and
coordinated effort to move systematically from the
current to desired system of supported employment

services.

It 15 anticipated that different states will identify different
issues to be resolved in order to implement statewide supported
employment programs. Nevertheless, most states will be able to achieve
lasting statewide change only by developing strategies for: adjusting
state plans, regulations, and funding and evaluation procedures for day
services to reflect the characteristics and outcomes of supported
employment; developing procedures for inter—-agency coordination in
establishing and funding supported employment; expanding the work
opportunities available to persons engaged in supported employment;
developing the capacity of existing and new community organizations to
provide supported employment; building a cadre of staff who are skilled
in providing supported employment; and informing consumers, parents,
advocates, employers and others about the nature and purpose of
supported employment. Naturally the strategies that will be effective
in resolving these and other issues will be determined by the
characteristics of the State, the existing services, and employment
opportunities.

Both assessing the current service delivery system and projecting
the desired one require a thorough understanding of supported employment
and a reliable process for determining when an individusl is or is not

engaged in supported employment. The definition in the regulations for
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this program establishes four criteria for supported employment., To be
in supported employment, an individual must be (1) engaged in
employment, (2) in regular (integrated) work settings, (3) with ongoing
support, ancd (4) he or she must experience a disability 80 severe thsat
ongoing support is essential to maintaining employment.

To help applicants apply these criteria to evaluate their current
services and define the statewide system that should result from the
project, we recommend use of the following measures and standards to
determine whether an individual or program fits the definition of

supported employment:

l. Employment., Supported employment is paid employment

which cannot exist without a regular opportunity to work.
An individual should be considered to meet the employment
criterion if he or she engages in paid work for at least
an average of our hours each day, five days per week or
another schedule offering at least 20 hours of work per
week, This standard does not establish a minimum wage or

productivity level for supported employment.

2. Integration. Work is integrated when it provides

frequent daily social interactions with people without
disabilities who are not paid caregivers. Since few
state or local agencies currently are able to describe
the extent of integration of individuals in day services,
we recommend that the focllowing criteria be used to
estimate the capacity for integration in supported
employment: an individual's work can be considered
integrated when he or she works in a place (a) where no
more than eight people with disabilities work together
and which is not immediately adjacent to another program
serving persons with disabilities and (b) where persons
without disabilities who are not paid caregivers are

present in the work setting or immediate vicinity.
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For example, an individual who works in a lccal bank
creating microfilm records of transactions clearly meets
the integration criteria for supported employment. So
do: six individuals with disabilities who work together
in an enclave within an electronic factory; a8 mobilc
janitorial crew that employs five persons with
disabilities in community work sites; and a small bakery

that employs persons with and without disabilities.

While integration is much more likely when persons with
disabilities work singly or in small groups among persons
who are not disabled, the social interactions necessary

for integration are also possible in other program sizes.

Ongoing support. Supported employment exists only when

ongoing support is provided. An individual should be
considered to be receiving ongoing support: (a) when
public funds are available on an ongoin~ basis to an
individual or service provider who is responsible for
providing employment support, and (b) when these funds
are used for interventions directly related to sustaining

employment.

Severe disability. Supported employment exists when the

persons served require ongoing support and is
inappropriate for persons who would be better served in
time-limited preparation programs leading to independent
employment, The priority for the Supported Employment
Demoastration Projects is those individuals: (1) who
previously have not been served or served successfully by
vocational rehabilitation because of the lack of ongoing
services needed to sustain employment after time-limited
rehabilitation services are completed. With the
development of supported employment programs in a state,

however, it is expected that the vocational
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rehabilitation agency will provide services to these
individuals that lead to successful closure into
supported employment; and (2) who are or may be funded
for ongoing services in day programs. If those
individuals who fit these two criteria are included on a
priority basis, a state may also use the Supported
Employment Demonstration Projects to establish supported
employment for other groups of individuals whom it

chooses to fund for ongoing day services.
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